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Abstract
This paper attempts a decomposition analysis of Poverty scenario in UP during 1993-94 and 2004-05. It
was  found  that  poverty  has  decreased  but  inequality  has  increased  between  these  years.  The  main
problems in the state are stark inter-region and intra-region differences. A positive observation is that
the poorest region in the state, the southern region or Bundelkhand, is making relatively impressive
progress in poverty reduction. The study also tries to highlight the way anti-poverty programmes are
generally being implemented in the state.
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Poverty ﾠand ﾠInequality ﾠin ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05: ﾠA ﾠDecomposition ﾠAnalysis ﾠ
In ﾠa ﾠcountry ﾠwell ﾠgoverned, ﾠpoverty ﾠis ﾠsomething ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠashamed ﾠof. ﾠIn ﾠa ﾠcountry ﾠbadly ﾠgoverned, ﾠwealth ﾠis ﾠsomething ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠashamed ﾠof. ﾠ
Confucius ﾠ(551-ﾭ479 ﾠBC) ﾠ
 ﾠ
 ﾠ
1.  Introduction: ﾠ
Despite ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠfifty ﾠyears ﾠof ﾠplanned ﾠefforts ﾠto ﾠabolish ﾠpoverty, ﾠIndia ﾠis ﾠstill ﾠsuffering ﾠ
from ﾠhigh ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty. ﾠDuring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠabout ﾠ37% ﾠindividual ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠIndia ﾠwere ﾠpoor. ﾠThe ﾠ
corresponding ﾠnumber ﾠfor ﾠurban ﾠIndia ﾠwas ﾠabout ﾠ32%. ﾠDuring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05, ﾠthese ﾠfigures ﾠdeclined ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠ
28% ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠand ﾠ25% ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas. ﾠA ﾠsizable ﾠchunk ﾠŽĨ/ŶĚŝĂ͛ƐƉŽǀĞƌƚǇĐŽŵĞƐĨƌŽŵhƚƚĂƌ
Pradesh ﾠ(UP). ﾠAs ﾠper ﾠGovernment ﾠof ﾠIndia ﾠ(GOI) ﾠestimates, ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠhome ﾠto ﾠsixty ﾠmillion ﾠpoor ﾠand ﾠ20% ﾠ
of ﾠtotal ﾠpopulĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ/ŶĚŝĂ͘ĂƐĞĚŽŶĂŶĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞďǇtŽƌůĚĂŶŬ͕ĂďŽƵƚϴйŽĨǁŽƌůĚ͛ƐƉŽŽƌůŝǀĞĚŝŶ
UP ﾠduring ﾠ1998
1. ﾠThe ﾠvery ﾠnotion ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠfact ﾠthat ﾠit ﾠis ﾠone ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠ͚IMARU
2͛ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕ŐŝǀĞƐĂŐĞŶĞƌĂů
picture ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠlack ﾠof ﾠdevelopment ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠWith ﾠa ﾠlarge ﾠshare ﾠin ﾠ/ŶĚŝĂ͛ƐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
a ﾠdeep ﾠrooted ﾠpoverty ﾠwithin, ﾠUP ﾠacts ﾠas ﾠa ﾠdrag ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠIndian ﾠeconomy. ﾠ ﾠ
Riding ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠhigh ﾠwaves ﾠof ﾠGreen ﾠRevolution, ﾠUP ﾠwas ﾠperforming ﾠwell ﾠduring ﾠ1970s, ﾠwhen ﾠ
economic ﾠperformance ﾠof ﾠmost ﾠsector ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠstate ﾠwere ﾠbetter ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠrest ﾠof ﾠIndia ﾠ(Kozel ﾠ& ﾠ
Parker, ﾠ2003). ﾠRich ﾠin ﾠpotential ﾠ-ﾭ‐ ﾠin ﾠhuman ﾠand ﾠnatural ﾠassets ﾠʹ ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠonce ﾠappeared ﾠto ﾠa ﾠ
ƉĂĐĞƐĞƚƚĞƌĨŽƌƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛ƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ;tŽƌůĚĂŶŬ͕ϮϬϬϮͿ͘^ŝŶĐĞƚŚĞŶ͕ƚŚĞ
economic ﾠpace ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠstaggered ﾠand ﾠit ﾠlagged ﾠbehind ﾠrest ﾠof ﾠIndia. ﾠFailing ﾠto ﾠseize ﾠopportunities ﾠ
created ﾠby ﾠeconomic ﾠreforms ﾠin ﾠ1991 ﾠis ﾠcited ﾠas ﾠa ﾠreason ﾠ(Kozel ﾠ& ﾠParker, ﾠ2003). ﾠA ﾠstudy ﾠby ﾠWorld ﾠ
Bank ﾠ(2003) ﾠopines ﾠthat ﾠloss ﾠof ﾠeffectiveness ﾠof ﾠpublic ﾠsector ﾠlies ﾠat ﾠthe ﾠheart ﾠof ﾠloss ﾠof ﾠeconomic ﾠ
momentum ﾠby ﾠUP. ﾠThis ﾠinefficacy ﾠof ﾠpublic ﾠsector ﾠled ﾠto ﾠdiscouragement ﾠof ﾠprivate ﾠinvestment ﾠand ﾠ
growth ﾠand ﾠto ﾠpoor ﾠdelivery ﾠof ﾠsocial ﾠand ﾠinfrastructure ﾠservices ﾠ(World ﾠBank, ﾠ2002). ﾠA ﾠlackluster ﾠ
performance ﾠ in ﾠ UP ﾠ would ﾠ result ﾠ in ﾠ a ﾠ similar ﾠ show ﾠ at ﾠ country ﾠ level ﾠ as ﾠ UP ﾠ commands ﾠ a ﾠ large ﾠ
population ﾠsize ﾠin ﾠcountry. ﾠ ﾠ
Poverty ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠhas ﾠattracted ﾠmuch ﾠattention ﾠfrom ﾠresearchers ﾠsince ﾠlong. ﾠHimanshu ﾠ(2007) ﾠ
uses ﾠthe ﾠpublished ﾠdata ﾠto ﾠanalyse ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality. ﾠHis ﾠanalysis ﾠconsiders ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠ
and ﾠstate ﾠlevel ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality ﾠusing ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠindex, ﾠsquared ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠindex ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠ
the ﾠHead ﾠCount ﾠRatio ﾠ(HCR). ﾠHe ﾠfound ﾠthat ﾠ͞poverty ﾠhas ﾠdeclined ﾠbetween ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠin ﾠ
rural ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠall ﾠstates ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠin ﾠmost ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠexcept ﾠOrissa ﾠand ﾠUttaranchal͟ ﾠ(p.498). ﾠHe ﾠ
also ﾠcommented ﾠthat ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠworsened ﾠduring ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠperiod ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠmost ﾠstates ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
1 ﾠBased ﾠon ﾠInternational ﾠPoverty ﾠline ﾠof ﾠ$1.08 ﾠper ﾠperson ﾠper ﾠday. ﾠ
2 ﾠA ﾠterm ﾠcoined ﾠby ﾠdemographer ﾠAshish ﾠBose. ﾠIt ﾠstands ﾠfor ﾠBihar, ﾠMadhya ﾠPradesh, ﾠRajasthan ﾠand ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh. ﾠ2 ﾠ
 ﾠ
and ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠexcept ﾠBihar, ﾠJharkhand, ﾠKarnataka, ﾠMadhya ﾠPradesh ﾠand ﾠRajasthan. ﾠIn ﾠurban ﾠareas, ﾠ
inequality ﾠ increased ﾠ invariably ﾠ for ﾠ states ﾠ and ﾠ all-ﾭ‐India. ﾠ Dev ﾠ and ﾠ Ravi ﾠ (2007) ﾠ pointed ﾠ out ﾠ that ﾠ
Himanshu ﾠ(2007) ﾠhas ﾠnot ﾠused ﾠMixed ﾠRecall ﾠPeriod ﾠ(MRP) ﾠestimates. ﾠThey ﾠestimated ﾠpoverty ﾠratios ﾠ
using ﾠMRP ﾠmonthly ﾠper ﾠcapita ﾠexpenditure ﾠ(MPCE) ﾠassuming ﾠmonotonicity ﾠbetween ﾠUniform ﾠRecall ﾠ
Period ﾠ(URP) ﾠand ﾠMRP ﾠdistributions. ﾠThey ﾠdivided ﾠ1983-ﾭ‐2005 ﾠinto ﾠtwo ﾠperiods, ﾠpre-ﾭ‐reform ﾠ(1983-ﾭ‐94) ﾠ
and ﾠpost-ﾭ‐reform ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐2005) ﾠand ﾠanalysed ﾠthe ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality ﾠusing ﾠURP ﾠmpce. ﾠ
They ﾠfurther ﾠdivided ﾠthe ﾠpost ﾠreform ﾠperiod ﾠinto ﾠtwo ﾠperiods ﾠof ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐2000 ﾠand ﾠ1999-ﾭ‐2005 ﾠand ﾠused ﾠ
MRP ﾠmpce. ﾠTheir ﾠstudy ﾠfound ﾠthat ﾠusing ﾠURP, ﾠthe ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠat ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠis ﾠnot ﾠhigher ﾠ
in ﾠpost-ﾭ‐reform ﾠperiod ﾠas ﾠcompared ﾠto ﾠpre-ﾭ‐reform ﾠperiod. ﾠThis ﾠis ﾠtrue ﾠparticularly ﾠfor ﾠrural ﾠpoverty ﾠ
whereas ﾠ urban ﾠ poverty ﾠ declined ﾠ at ﾠ slower ﾠ pace ﾠ in ﾠ post-ﾭ‐reform ﾠ period. ﾠ The ﾠ analysis ﾠ using ﾠ MRP ﾠ
showed ﾠthat ﾠsecond ﾠperiod ﾠwas ﾠmore ﾠpro-ﾭ‐poor ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠfirst ﾠspecially ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠ(Dev ﾠ& ﾠRavi, ﾠ
2007). ﾠThere ﾠare ﾠarguments ﾠin ﾠfavour ﾠand ﾠagainst ﾠreforms ﾠbut ﾠsince ﾠthe ﾠmain ﾠpurpose ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠpresent ﾠ
paper ﾠis ﾠnot ﾠanalyzing ﾠreforms, ﾠwe ﾠwould ﾠstop ﾠhere. ﾠPoverty ﾠdecomposition ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠattempted ﾠby ﾠ
several ﾠscholars ﾠ(Dev ﾠ& ﾠRavi, ﾠ2007; ﾠJha, ﾠ2000; ﾠJha ﾠ& ﾠSharma, ﾠ2003; ﾠand ﾠKakwani ﾠ& ﾠSubbarao, ﾠ1991). ﾠ
Jha ﾠ(2000) ﾠpresented ﾠsnapshot ﾠpictures ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality ﾠusing ﾠthe ﾠFoster-ﾭ‐Greer-ﾭ‐Thorbecke ﾠ
(FGT) ﾠmeasures ﾠand ﾠGini ﾠindex ﾠat ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐Region ﾠlevel ﾠfor ﾠall ﾠstates. ﾠDev ﾠand ﾠRavi ﾠ(2007) ﾠhave ﾠattempted ﾠ
growth-ﾭ‐inequality ﾠ decomposition ﾠ of ﾠ the ﾠ change ﾠ in ﾠ poverty ﾠ levels ﾠ in ﾠ all-ﾭ‐India ﾠ and ﾠ state ﾠ level. ﾠ
Sundaram ﾠand ﾠTendulkar ﾠ(2003) ﾠhave ﾠanalysed ﾠlevels ﾠand ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠindicators ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠrural ﾠ
and ﾠurban ﾠpopulation ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠdisaggregating ﾠit ﾠby ﾠsocial ﾠand ﾠeconomic ﾠgroups. ﾠThis ﾠstudy ﾠdid ﾠnot ﾠ
analyse ﾠlevels ﾠand ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality ﾠdesegregated ﾠat ﾠstate ﾠlevel. ﾠMutatkar ﾠ(2005) ﾠ
presents ﾠa ﾠprofile ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠdeprivations ﾠamong ﾠsocial ﾠgroups ﾠand ﾠattempts ﾠto ﾠunderstand ﾠthe ﾠ
underlying ﾠcause ﾠfor ﾠinter-ﾭ‐group ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠintra-ﾭ‐group ﾠdifferences ﾠin ﾠliving ﾠconditions. ﾠShastri ﾠ(2003) ﾠ
was ﾠthe ﾠfirst ﾠto ﾠargue ﾠthat ﾠdistrict ﾠlevel ﾠpoverty ﾠestimates ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠobtained ﾠfor ﾠa ﾠmajority ﾠof ﾠdistricts ﾠ
on ﾠthe ﾠbasis ﾠof ﾠrelative ﾠstandard ﾠerror ﾠcriteria ﾠ ﾠfrom ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐61
st ﾠround ﾠdata. ﾠChaudhary ﾠand ﾠGupta ﾠ
(2009) ﾠhave ﾠattempted ﾠto ﾠreach ﾠdistrict ﾠlevel ﾠpoverty ﾠestimates ﾠusing ﾠNSS ﾠ61
st ﾠRound ﾠ(2004-ﾭ‐05) ﾠdata. ﾠ
dŚĞǇĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚ͞ƚŚĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇŚŝŐŚ,ZĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƐǁĞƌĞĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚŝŶƐƚĂƚĞƐůŝŬĞKƌŝƐƐĂ͕ŚŚĂƚƚŝƐŐĂƌŚ͕
:ŚĂƌŬŚĂŶĚ͕ŝŚĂƌ͕DĂĚŚǇĂWƌĂĚĞƐŚ͕ĂŶĚĞĂƐƚĞƌŶhƚƚĂƌWƌĂĚĞƐŚ͟;Ɖ͘ϵϴͿ͘ ﾠ
UP ﾠhas ﾠalways ﾠbeen ﾠa ﾠcurious ﾠcase ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠchallenge ﾠto ﾠresearchers. ﾠDrèze ﾠand ﾠGazdar ﾠ
(1996) ﾠopine ﾠthat ﾠ͞hƚƚĂƌWƌĂĚĞƐŚĐĂŶĂůƐŽďĞƐĞĞŶĂƐĂĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶĂƌĞŐŝŽŶŽĨ
India ﾠthat ﾠcurrently ﾠlags ﾠbehind ﾠmuch ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠrest ﾠof ﾠcountry ﾠin ﾠterms ﾠof ﾠa ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠimportant ﾠ
aspects ﾠof ﾠwell-ﾭ‐beiŶŐĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͟;Ɖ͘ϯϯͿ͘Ǉ͚ƌĞŐŝŽŶ͕͛ƚŚĞǇŵĞĂŶƚƌĞŐŝŽŶĐŽŵƉƌŝƐŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞ
BIMARU ﾠstates. ﾠQuite ﾠa ﾠfew ﾠexcellent ﾠresearch ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdone ﾠand ﾠis ﾠbeing ﾠdone ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠ
human ﾠdevelopment ﾠissues ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠDiwakar ﾠ(2009) ﾠattempts ﾠto ﾠidentify ﾠdimensions ﾠof ﾠintra-ﾭ‐regional ﾠ
disparities, ﾠinequality ﾠand ﾠdeprivations ﾠin ﾠpoor ﾠhouseholds ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠSingh, ﾠMuzammil ﾠand ﾠNayak ﾠ3 ﾠ
 ﾠ
(2010) ﾠhave ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠunderstand ﾠthe ﾠvicious ﾠcircle ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠby ﾠanalyzing ﾠdata ﾠfrom ﾠvarious ﾠ
sources. ﾠThere ﾠis ﾠanother ﾠset ﾠof ﾠstudies ﾠon ﾠUP ﾠthat ﾠundertake ﾠa ﾠholistic ﾠapproach ﾠto ﾠpoverty ﾠproblem ﾠ
in ﾠUP. ﾠThese ﾠstudies ﾠhave ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠunderstand ﾠthe ﾠproblem ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠby ﾠanalyzing ﾠand ﾠinterpreting ﾠ
the ﾠother ﾠindicators ﾠand ﾠprocess ﾠof ﾠdevelopment ﾠbeside ﾠdata ﾠon ﾠincome/expenditure. ﾠThe ﾠstudy ﾠby ﾠ
Drèze ﾠand ﾠGazdar ﾠ(ibid) ﾠis ﾠa ﾠholistic ﾠapproach ﾠto ﾠunderstand ﾠthe ﾠproblem ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠPoverty ﾠin ﾠ
India: ﾠThe ﾠChallenge ﾠof ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠ(World ﾠBank, ﾠ2002) ﾠis ﾠanother ﾠattempt ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠkind. ﾠThe ﾠ
study ﾠby ﾠKozel ﾠand ﾠParker ﾠ(2003) ﾠbuŝůĚƐĂ͚ŶƵĂŶĐĞĚĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞǆ͛yet ﾠlucid ﾠnarrative ﾠabout ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠ
UP ﾠusing ﾠquantitative ﾠand ﾠqualitative ﾠdata. ﾠThe ﾠpresent ﾠpaper ﾠtries ﾠto ﾠutilize ﾠboth ﾠapproaches. ﾠIt ﾠ
concentrates ﾠon ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠundertakes ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality ﾠdecompositions ﾠat ﾠlevels ﾠof ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠ
within ﾠthe ﾠstate, ﾠacross ﾠsocial ﾠand ﾠoccupation ﾠgroups. ﾠIt ﾠalso ﾠattempts ﾠto ﾠexplain ﾠthe ﾠdecomposition ﾠ
results ﾠdiscussing ﾠworks ﾠby ﾠother ﾠresearchers. ﾠ
The ﾠpresent ﾠpaper ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdivided ﾠinto ﾠ5 ﾠbroad ﾠsections ﾠincluding ﾠthe ﾠintroduction. ﾠThe ﾠ
second ﾠ section ﾠ is ﾠ a ﾠ brief ﾠdiscourse ﾠon ﾠ poverty ﾠ and ﾠ inequality ﾠ analysis, ﾠtheir ﾠdecomposition ﾠand ﾠ
relation ﾠwith ﾠgrowth ﾠbesides ﾠexplaining ﾠthe ﾠmethodology ﾠfollowed ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠdata ﾠsources. ﾠSection ﾠ
three ﾠdeals ﾠextensively ﾠwith ﾠexploring ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠinequality ﾠsituation ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ
2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThe ﾠplight ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠalleviation ﾠefforts ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠhighlighted ﾠusing ﾠa ﾠcase-ﾭ‐study ﾠof ﾠ
Swarnajayanti ﾠ Gram ﾠ Swarozgar ﾠ Yojana ﾠ (SGSY). ﾠ It ﾠ also ﾠ takes ﾠ a ﾠ quick ﾠ stock ﾠ of ﾠ Public ﾠ Distribution ﾠ
System ﾠ(PDS) ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠThe ﾠfifth ﾠand ﾠlast ﾠsection ﾠconcludes. ﾠ
2. ﾠMethodological ﾠand ﾠTheoretical ﾠUnderpinnings: ﾠ
2.1 ﾠPoverty ﾠLines: ﾠ
dŚĞǁŽƌĚ͚ƉŽǀĞƌƚǇ͛ŚĂƐďĞĞŶƵƐĞĚŝŶƚǁŽƐĞŶƐĞƐ͕ŝŶƚŚĞďƌŽĂĚĂŶĚĂůůĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŶŐŽŶĞŝƚ
describes ﾠthe ﾠwhole ﾠspectrum ﾠof ﾠdeprivation ﾠand ﾠillbeing, ﾠand ﾠin ﾠa ﾠnarrow ﾠsense, ﾠit ﾠis ﾠused ﾠfor ﾠ
purposes ﾠof ﾠmeasurement ﾠand ﾠcomparison ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdefined ﾠas ﾠlow ﾠincome, ﾠor ﾠmore ﾠspecifically, ﾠas ﾠ
low ﾠconsumption ﾠwhich ﾠis ﾠconsidered ﾠmore ﾠstable ﾠand ﾠeasier ﾠto ﾠmeasure. ﾠIn ﾠcommon ﾠparlance, ﾠthis ﾠ
(the ﾠsecond ﾠdefinition) ﾠis ﾠknown ﾠas ﾠincome ﾠpoverty ﾠ(Srivastava, ﾠ2001). ﾠ
 ﾠ
Poverty ﾠcould ﾠbe ﾠrelative ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠabsolute. ﾠPeople ﾠfalling ﾠbelow ﾠsome ﾠbasic ﾠminimum ﾠlevel ﾠ
of ﾠthe ﾠchosen ﾠpoverty ﾠindicator ﾠdepict ﾠabsolute ﾠpoverty. ﾠFor ﾠexample, ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠthose ﾠwho ﾠdo ﾠnot ﾠ
meet ﾠnutrition ﾠlevel ﾠof ﾠ2400 ﾠKilocalorie ﾠper ﾠday ﾠ(kcal/day) ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠare ﾠpoor ﾠ(in ﾠabsolute ﾠsense). ﾠ
ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŽĨƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞƉŽǀĞƌƚǇĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ͞ƉŽǀĞƌƚǇ͟ĂƐďĞŝŶŐďĞůŽǁƐŽŵĞƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞƉŽǀĞƌƚǇƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚ͘For ﾠ
instance, ﾠwhen ﾠpoverty ﾠis ﾠdefined ﾠas ﾠhouseholds ﾠthat ﾠearn ﾠless ﾠthan ﾠ50 ﾠpercent ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠmedian ﾠ
income. ﾠRelative ﾠpoverty ﾠcompares ﾠtwo ﾠindividuals ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠchosen ﾠpoverty ﾠindicator. ﾠIn ﾠdeveloping ﾠ4 ﾠ
 ﾠ
countries ﾠlike ﾠIndia, ﾠrelative ﾠpoverty ﾠis ﾠnot ﾠtaken ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠas ﾠmuch ﾠa ﾠcause ﾠof ﾠconcern ﾠas ﾠabsolute ﾠ
poverty ﾠis. ﾠ
 ﾠ
Regarding ﾠthe ﾠmethod ﾠof ﾠchoice ﾠto ﾠanalyse ﾠpoverty ﾠlevels ﾠand ﾠchanges, ﾠthere ﾠare ﾠtwo ﾠbroad ﾠ
approaches: ﾠfirst, ﾠincome/consumption ﾠapproach ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠsecond, ﾠparticipatory ﾠapproach. ﾠBaulch ﾠ
(1996) ﾠis ﾠof ﾠview ﾠthat ﾠstandard ﾠdiscussion ﾠof ﾠincome/consumption ﾠand ﾠparticipatory ﾠapproaches ﾠ
ignore ﾠtwo ﾠcritical ﾠmeasurement ﾠissues: ﾠaggregation ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠdynamics ﾠof ﾠpoverty. ﾠAlthough ﾠthe ﾠ
income/consumption ﾠ approach ﾠ may ﾠ sometimes ﾠ misidentify ﾠ the ﾠ poor, ﾠ its ﾠ well-ﾭ‐understood ﾠ
aggregation ﾠproperties ﾠmake ﾠit ﾠvery ﾠuseful ﾠfor ﾠregional ﾠand ﾠnational ﾠlevel ﾠpolicymaking. ﾠIn ﾠcontrast, ﾠ
participatory ﾠmethods ﾠare ﾠmost ﾠvaluable ﾠfor ﾠidentifying ﾠthe ﾠother, ﾠmore ﾠsubjective ﾠdimensions ﾠof ﾠ
poverty ﾠat ﾠproject ﾠor ﾠvillage ﾠlevel. ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ
The ﾠdiscourse ﾠon ﾠpoverty ﾠlargely ﾠrevolves ﾠaround ﾠthe ﾠnotion ﾠof ﾠa ﾠpoverty ﾠline: ﾠa ﾠcritical ﾠ
threshold ﾠof ﾠincome, ﾠconsumption, ﾠor ﾠmore ﾠgenerally, ﾠaccess ﾠto ﾠgoods ﾠand ﾠservices ﾠbelow ﾠwhich ﾠthe ﾠ
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĂƌĞ ĚĞĐůĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƉŽŽƌ ;ZĂǇ͕ ϮϬϬϮͿ͘ ZĂǀĂůůŝŽŶ ;ϭϵϵϴͿ ĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ ƉŽǀĞƌƚǇ ůŝŶĞ ͞ĂƐ ƚŚĞ
monetary ﾠcost ﾠto ﾠa ﾠgiven ﾠperson, ﾠat ﾠa ﾠgiven ﾠplace ﾠand ﾠtime, ﾠof ﾠa ﾠreference ﾠlevel ﾠof ﾠwelfare. ﾠPeople ﾠ
who ﾠdo ﾠnot ﾠattain ﾠthaƚůĞǀĞůŽĨǁĞůĨĂƌĞĂƌĞĚĞĞŵĞĚƉŽŽƌ͕ĂŶĚƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŽĚŽĂƌĞŶŽƚ͟ ﾠ(p.3). ﾠPeople ﾠ
whose ﾠincome ﾠis ﾠbelow ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠare ﾠsaid ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠpoor. ﾠThe ﾠmost ﾠcommon ﾠmeasure ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠis ﾠ
the ﾠ'Head-ﾭ‐Count' ﾠratio, ﾠdefined ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠpercentage ﾠof ﾠpopulation ﾠliving ﾠbelow ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠ
 ﾠ
One ﾠneeds ﾠan ﾠindex ﾠof ﾠhousehold ﾠwelfare ﾠto ﾠanalyze ﾠpoverty. ﾠThis ﾠpaper, ﾠfor ﾠall ﾠanalytical ﾠ
purposes, ﾠwould ﾠtake ﾠper ﾠcapita ﾠmonthly ﾠconsumption ﾠexpenditure ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠmeasure ﾠof ﾠeconomic ﾠ
welfare ﾠof ﾠindividuals ﾠand ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠhouseholds ﾠto ﾠwhich ﾠthey ﾠbelong ﾠto. ﾠThe ﾠpaper ﾠis ﾠbased ﾠon ﾠdata ﾠ
from ﾠvarious ﾠsources, ﾠmainly ﾠNSS ﾠ50
th ﾠRound ﾠand ﾠ61
st ﾠRound ﾠand ﾠvarious ﾠGOI ﾠreports. ﾠAn ﾠindividual ﾠis ﾠ
defined ﾠas ﾠpoor ﾠif ﾠhis ﾠmonthly ﾠper ﾠcapita ﾠconsumption ﾠexpenditure ﾠfalls ﾠbelow ﾠthe ﾠofficial ﾠpoverty ﾠ
lines ﾠdefined ﾠby ﾠthe ﾠPlanning ﾠCommission ﾠof ﾠIndia ﾠfor ﾠthat ﾠparticular ﾠreference ﾠperiod. ﾠThis ﾠpaper ﾠ
also ﾠuses ﾠtwo ﾠother ﾠpoverty ﾠlines, ﾠone ﾠbeing ﾠfor ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poor, ﾠas ﾠproposed ﾠby ﾠLipton ﾠ(1983) ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠ
other ﾠfor ﾠpossible ﾠpoor. ﾠLipton ﾠ(ibid) ﾠhas ﾠdefined ﾠthe ﾠ͚ƵůƚƌĂ-ﾭ‐ƉŽŽƌ͛ ﾠas ﾠthose ﾠspending ﾠabout ﾠ80 ﾠpercent ﾠ
of ﾠ the ﾠ household ﾠ expenditure ﾠ on ﾠ food ﾠ yet ﾠ failing ﾠ to ﾠ get ﾠ 80% ﾠ of ﾠ the ﾠ minimum ﾠ dietary ﾠ energy ﾠ
requirement ﾠfor ﾠthat ﾠAge-ﾭ‐Sex-ﾭ‐Activity ﾠGroup. ﾠFollowing ﾠKakwani ﾠand ﾠSubbarao ﾠ(1993), ﾠthis ﾠpaper ﾠ
would ﾠdefine ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poor ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠindividuals ﾠwhose ﾠincome ﾠfalls ﾠshort ﾠby ﾠ80% ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠofficial ﾠpoverty ﾠ
line. ﾠSo, ﾠwe ﾠreach ﾠtwo ﾠdifferent ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠlines, ﾠone ﾠfor ﾠeach ﾠNSS ﾠround. ﾠFurther, ﾠthis ﾠpaper ﾠ
proposes ﾠa ﾠdifferent ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠfor ﾠpeople ﾠfalling ﾠwithin ﾠrange ﾠof ﾠ20% ﾠabove ﾠthe ﾠofficial ﾠpoverty ﾠ5 ﾠ
 ﾠ
line. ﾠThey ﾠare ﾠthe ﾠpeople ﾠwho ﾠare ﾠmost ﾠsusceptible ﾠto ﾠfall ﾠinto ﾠpoverty ﾠgiven ﾠa ﾠsingle ﾠincome ﾠshock. ﾠ
We ﾠpropose ﾠto ﾠcall ﾠthem ﾠ͚ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƉŽŽƌ͛
3. ﾠLet ﾠI(.) ﾠbe ﾠan ﾠindicator ﾠfunction ﾠsuch ﾠthat ﾠ
 ﾠ




Where ﾠݕ௜ ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠwelfare ﾠmeasure ﾠof ﾠindividual ﾠ݅ ﾠand ﾠݖ ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠor ﾠthe ﾠminimum ﾠthreshold ﾠ
below ﾠthat ﾠan ﾠindividual ﾠwould ﾠbe ﾠclassified ﾠas ﾠpoor. ﾠThis ﾠindicator ﾠfunction ﾠidentifies ﾠwho ﾠis ﾠpoor ﾠ
and ﾠwho ﾠis ﾠnot. ﾠThus, ﾠfor ﾠultra ﾠpoor ﾠ ﾠ






and ﾠsimilarly ﾠfor ﾠpossible ﾠpoor ﾠ ﾠ







2.2 ﾠPoverty ﾠMeasures: ﾠ
For ﾠmeasuring ﾠand ﾠdecomposing ﾠpoverty ﾠacross ﾠtime ﾠand ﾠspace, ﾠthis ﾠpaper ﾠuses ﾠthe ﾠFoster-ﾭ‐
Greer-ﾭ‐Thorbecke ﾠ(FGT) ﾠclass ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠmeasures ﾠas ﾠthey, ﾠbesides ﾠsatisfying ﾠall ﾠthe ﾠproperties ﾠof ﾠa ﾠ
poverty ﾠmeasure, ﾠare ﾠadditively ﾠdecomposable. ﾠA ﾠbrief ﾠdescription ﾠof ﾠthese ﾠmeasures ﾠis ﾠfollowing. ﾠ





















ǡ݌ݎ݋ݒ݅݀݁݀ ן൒ ͲǤ ﾠ
 ﾠ
The ﾠhigher ﾠthe ﾠvalue ﾠof ﾠן, ﾠthe ﾠmore ﾠsensitive ﾠthe ﾠܨܩܶ ﾠindex ﾠis ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠpoverty. ﾠ
tŚĞŶɲсϬ͕FGT ﾠbecomes ﾠthe ﾠhead-ﾭ‐count ﾠratio ﾠ(HCR). ﾠAs ﾠwidely ﾠdiscussed ﾠin ﾠliterature, ﾠthis ﾠ
ŝŶĚĞǆ ƐƵĨĨĞƌƐ ĨƌŽŵ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ǁĞĂŬŶĞƐƐĞƐ ůŝŬĞ ŝƚ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ƚĂŬĞƐ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚensity ﾠ of ﾠ
poverty, ﾠfails ﾠto ﾠtell ﾠhow ﾠpoor ﾠare ﾠthe ﾠpoor ﾠetc. ﾠBut ﾠit ﾠhas ﾠone ﾠvery ﾠuseful ﾠquality ﾠthat ﾠit ﾠis ﾠintuitively ﾠ
appealing ﾠto ﾠlaymen ﾠand ﾠresearchers ﾠalike. ﾠ
When ﾠɲƚĂŬĞƐǀĂůƵĞŽĨϭ͕ƚŚĞFGT ﾠmeasure ﾠbecomes ﾠthe ﾠPoverty ﾠGap ﾠIndex. ﾠIt ﾠis ﾠsuperior ﾠto ﾠ
ƚŚĞƐŝŵƉůĞ,ZŝŶƚŚĂƚŝƚƚĂŬĞƐŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƚŚĞƐŚŽƌƚĨĂůůŝŶƉŽŽƌ͛ƐŝŶĐŽŵĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƉŽǀĞƌƚǇůŝŶĞ͘&Žƌ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
3 ﾠPossible ﾠpoor ﾠĂƌĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĨƌŽŵ͚ƚƌĂŶƐŝĞŶƚƉŽŽƌ͛ŝŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĨĂƌŵĞƌŵĂǇŶŽƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶďĞůŽǁƚŚĞƉŽǀĞƌƚǇůŝŶĞĞǀĞƌďƵƚĂƌĞ
most ﾠsusceptible ﾠto ﾠfall ﾠbelow ﾠit ﾠgiven ﾠan ﾠ income ﾠshock. ﾠTransient ﾠpoor ﾠkeep ﾠmoving ﾠacross ﾠ the ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠ due ﾠto ﾠ
fluctuations ﾠin ﾠtheir ﾠincome. ﾠ6 ﾠ
 ﾠ
example, ﾠindividual ﾠx ﾠand ﾠy ﾠboth ﾠare ﾠpoor ﾠas ﾠtheir ﾠincomes ﾠbeing ﾠ`50 ﾠand `90 ﾠwhereas ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠ
line ﾠis `100. ﾠdŚŽƵŐŚďŽƚŚĂƌĞƉŽŽƌďǇ,ZĂƐƚŚĞŝƌŝŶĐŽŵĞŝƐďĞůŽǁƚŚĞƉŽǀĞƌƚǇůŝŶĞ͕ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůǆ͛Ɛ
poverty ﾠgap ﾠis ﾠ50 ﾠwhereas ﾠthat ﾠof ﾠy ﾠis ﾠ10 ﾠonly. ﾠIn ﾠother ﾠwords, ﾠit ﾠindicates ﾠhow ﾠpoor ﾠare ﾠpoor. ﾠIf ﾠthe ﾠ
government ﾠwants ﾠto ﾠmake ﾠthese ﾠpeople ﾠcross ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline, ﾠit ﾠhas ﾠto ﾠtransfer ﾠ`50 ﾠto ﾠx ﾠand ﾠ`10 
to ﾠy. ﾠAggregated ﾠPoverty ﾠgap ﾠof ﾠa ﾠpopulation ﾠcan ﾠgive ﾠan ﾠidea ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠincome ﾠtransfer ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠneeded ﾠ
to ﾠmake ﾠpeople ﾠnon-ﾭ‐poor. ﾠ
If ﾠwe ﾠweight ﾠthe ﾠPoverty ﾠGaps, ﾠweights ﾠbeing ﾠthe ﾠproportionate ﾠpoverty ﾠgaps, ﾠand ﾠsum ﾠit ﾠup, ﾠ
we ﾠreach ﾠ ﾠܨܩܶןୀଶ ﾠand ﾠthis ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠSquared ﾠPoverty ﾠGap. ﾠIts ﾠweights ﾠemphasize ﾠthe ﾠlower ﾠtail ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠ
income ﾠdistribution. ﾠܨܩܶଵ ﾠand ﾠܨܩܶଶ ﾠare ﾠdistribution ﾠsensitive ﾠmeasure ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠas ﾠthey ﾠtake ﾠinto ﾠ
account ﾠthe ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠincome. ﾠ








ே  ﾠ=the ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠpersons ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsubgroup ﾠܭ ﾠdivided ﾠby ﾠtotal ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠpersons ﾠ
(subgroup ﾠpopulation ﾠshare), ﾠ
ܨܩܶ௄ ﾠ= ﾠpoverty ﾠof ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠܭ, ﾠcalculated ﾠas ﾠif ﾠeach ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠis ﾠa ﾠseparate ﾠpopulation. ﾠ
The ﾠ paper ﾠ further ﾠ uses ﾠ concept ﾠ of ﾠ subgroup ﾠ poverty ﾠ risk. ﾠ This ﾠ is ﾠ the ﾠ contribution ﾠ of ﾠ a ﾠ
subgroup ﾠto ﾠpoverty ﾠto ﾠits ﾠcontribution ﾠin ﾠtotal ﾠpopulation ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠgroup. ﾠWhen ﾠits ﾠvalue ﾠis ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠ
unity, ﾠit ﾠindicates ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠsubgroup ﾠis ﾠsharing ﾠmore ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠtotal ﾠpoverty ﾠthan ﾠits ﾠshare ﾠin ﾠpopulation ﾠ







Where ﾠܴ௞ ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠsubgroup ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠa ﾠpopulation ﾠsubgroup ﾠ݇ ﾠand ﾠܨܩܶሺןሻ௞ ﾠand ﾠܨܩܶሺןሻ ﾠ
are ﾠFGT ﾠmeasures ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠsubgroup ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠpopulation ﾠrespectively. ﾠܴ௞ ﾠcan ﾠalso ﾠbe ﾠexpressed ﾠas ﾠa ﾠ
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2.3 ﾠInequality ﾠMeasures: ﾠ
Inequality ﾠis ﾠa ﾠbroader ﾠconcept ﾠthan ﾠpoverty ﾠas ﾠit ﾠtakes ﾠinto ﾠaccount ﾠincome ﾠdistribution ﾠ
over ﾠentire ﾠpopulation ﾠrather ﾠthan ﾠfocusing ﾠonly ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠpoor ﾠ(Handbook ﾠof ﾠPoverty ﾠand ﾠInequality, ﾠ
p.101). ﾠWůĂƚŽŽƉŝŶĞĚƚŚĂƚ͙͞if ﾠa ﾠstate ﾠis ﾠto ﾠavoid ﾠthe ﾠgreatest ﾠplague ﾠof ﾠall ﾠʹ ﾠI ﾠmean ﾠcivil ﾠwar, ﾠthough ﾠ
civil ﾠdisintegration ﾠwould ﾠbe ﾠa ﾠbetter ﾠterm ﾠʹ ﾠextreme ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠwealth ﾠmust ﾠnot ﾠbe ﾠallowed ﾠto ﾠ




1)Research ﾠresults ﾠaffirming ﾠthat ﾠon ﾠaverage, ﾠthe ﾠrate ﾠat ﾠwhich ﾠgrowth ﾠreduces ﾠpoverty ﾠis ﾠhigher, ﾠlower ﾠ
the ﾠ level ﾠ of ﾠ inequality ﾠ (Ravallion, ﾠ 1997); ﾠ 2) ﾠ a ﾠ growing, ﾠ though ﾠ still ﾠ inconclusive, ﾠ body ﾠ of ﾠ evidence ﾠ
suggesting ﾠthe ﾠhigher ﾠinequality ﾠreduces ﾠthe ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠgrowth ﾠ(Aghion ﾠet. ﾠal. ﾠ1999); ﾠ3) ﾠthe ﾠfact ﾠthat ﾠsome ﾠ
social ﾠills, ﾠsuch ﾠas ﾠcrime ﾠand ﾠconflict, ﾠappear ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠa ﾠĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚ͚ĂďƐŽůƵƚĞ͛ƉŽǀĞƌƚǇůĞǀĞůƐ
(Bourguignon, ﾠ1998); ﾠ4)the ﾠrapid ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠin ﾠsome ﾠOECD, ﾠtransition ﾠand ﾠdeveloping ﾠcountries ﾠ
in ﾠrecent ﾠyears ﾠ(Cornia, ﾠ1999); ﾠ5) ﾠthe ﾠapparent ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠglobal ﾠincome ﾠinequality ﾠin ﾠrecent ﾠyears ﾠ
(though ﾠit ﾠis ﾠsensitive ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠtime ﾠframe ﾠand ﾠmeasurement ﾠassumptions ﾠ(Milanovic ﾠ1999, ﾠ2005). ﾠ
 ﾠ
Several ﾠmeasures, ﾠeach ﾠwith ﾠits ﾠown ﾠset ﾠof ﾠstrengths ﾠand ﾠweaknesses ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠproposed ﾠto ﾠ
measure ﾠthe ﾠextent ﾠof ﾠinequality. ﾠThese ﾠmeasures ﾠrange ﾠfrom ﾠthe ﾠsimplest ﾠmeasure, ﾠRange, ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠ
ŵŽƐƚ ƐŽƉŚŝƐƚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ŽŶĞƐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĞ 'ĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĞĚ ŶƚƌŽƉǇ DĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ͘  /Ŷ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ƉĂƉĞƌ͕ dŚŝĞů͛Ɛ
inequality ﾠmeasure ﾠT ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠused ﾠfor ﾠmeasuring ﾠinequality, ﾠboth ﾠ between-ﾭ‐groups ﾠand ﾠwithin-ﾭ‐
group. ﾠThis ﾠmeasure ﾠbelongs ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠfamily ﾠof ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠdecomposable ﾠGeneralized ﾠmeasures ﾠof ﾠ
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Where ﾠܻ ﾠis ﾠtotal ﾠincome ﾠof ﾠall ﾠindividuals ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsample, ﾠݕ ത ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠmean ﾠincome, ﾠi.e., ﾠ
௒
ே, ﾠݕ௞ ﾠis ﾠ
total ﾠincome ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠ݇ ﾠwith ﾠܰ௞ ﾠmembers, ﾠݕ ത௞ ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠ݇, ﾠi.e., ﾠ
௬ೖ
ேೖ
, ﾠand ﾠܶ ﾠŝƐƚŚĞdŚĞŝů͛Ɛ/ŶĚĞǆŽĨŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽƌܩܧሺͳሻǤ ﾠ
 ﾠ
The ﾠoverall ﾠinequality ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠdecomposed ﾠinto ﾠits ﾠcontributors ﾠ(subgroups ﾠof ﾠpopulation, ﾠ
region ﾠetc.). ﾠThe ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠinequality ﾠthat ﾠarises ﾠout ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠinherent ﾠdifferences ﾠbetween ﾠsubgroups ﾠis ﾠ8 ﾠ
 ﾠ
ĐĂůůĞĚ͞ĞƚǁĞĞŶŐƌŽƵƉƐ͟ŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘ŶĂŶĚ;ϭϵϴϯͿĚĞĨŝŶĞƐƚŚĞ͞ďĞƚǁĞĞŶŐƌŽƵƉƐ͟ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚĂƐ͞ƚŚĞ
value ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠinequality ﾠindex ﾠwhen ﾠall ﾠwithin-ﾭ‐group ﾠiŶĐŽŵĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂƌĞĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂůůǇƐƵƉƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ͟ ﾠ
(p.87). ﾠIt ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠtotal ﾠinequality ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠcalculated ﾠby ﾠassigning ﾠeach ﾠindividual ﾠwithin ﾠa ﾠgroup ﾠ
the ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠof ﾠthat ﾠgroup. ﾠApart ﾠfrom ﾠthis, ﾠsubgroups ﾠare ﾠnot ﾠhomogenous ﾠin ﾠthemselves ﾠand ﾠ
ƚŚŝƐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐƚŽ͞tŝƚŚŝŶŐƌŽƵƉ͟ŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘dŚĞ͞ǁŝƚŚŝŶ-ﾭ‐gƌŽƵƉ͟ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŽĨƚŽƚĂůŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝƐ
the ﾠvalue ﾠof ﾠinequality ﾠindex ﾠwhen ﾠall ﾠbetween-ﾭ‐groups ﾠincome ﾠdifferences ﾠare ﾠsuppressed ﾠ(Anand, ﾠ
ibid). ﾠSuch ﾠdecomposition ﾠwould ﾠbe ﾠuseful ﾠfrom ﾠpolicy ﾠpoint ﾠof ﾠview. ﾠThey ﾠallow ﾠuseful ﾠdepictions ﾠof ﾠ
patterns ﾠthat ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠa ﾠfirst ﾠstep ﾠin ﾠidentifying ﾠthe ﾠproximate ﾠcauses ﾠof ﾠinequality ﾠ(Kanbur, ﾠ2006). ﾠ



































2.4 ﾠGrowth-ﾭ‐Inequality ﾠDecomposition: ﾠ ﾠ
A ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠbetween ﾠtwo ﾠor ﾠmore ﾠtime ﾠperiods ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠviewed ﾠas ﾠcomprised ﾠof ﾠa ﾠ
growth ﾠcomponent ﾠand ﾠa ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠSuch ﾠdecomposition ﾠis ﾠexpected ﾠto ﾠthrow ﾠsome ﾠ
light ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠrate ﾠand ﾠdirection ﾠof ﾠgrowth ﾠin ﾠincome ﾠand ﾠinequality. ﾠThe ﾠgrowth ﾠcomponent ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠ
change ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠa ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠconsumption ﾠwhile ﾠkeeping ﾠthe ﾠinequality ﾠconstant. ﾠ
Similarly, ﾠinequality ﾠcomponent ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠthat ﾠoccurs ﾠowing ﾠto ﾠa ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠ
(is ﾠa ﾠresult ﾠof ﾠincome ﾠredistribution) ﾠwhile ﾠthe ﾠmean ﾠconsumption ﾠis ﾠkept ﾠconstant. ﾠ
Several ﾠmethods ﾠhave ﾠbeen ﾠoffered ﾠto ﾠdecompose ﾠa ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠlevel, ﾠviz. ﾠKakwani ﾠ
and ﾠSubbarao ﾠ(1990), ﾠJain ﾠand ﾠTendulkar ﾠ(1990) ﾠand ﾠDatt ﾠand ﾠRavallion ﾠ(1992). ﾠThe ﾠpoverty ﾠlevel ﾠ(ܲ) ﾠ
can ﾠbe ﾠthought, ﾠwith ﾠa ﾠwell ﾠdefined ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠ(ݖ), ﾠof ﾠas ﾠfunction ﾠof ﾠmean ﾠincome/consumption ﾠ
level ﾠ(ߤ) ﾠand ﾠLorenz ﾠcurve ﾠ(ܮሺݐሻ) ﾠas ﾠfollows, ﾠ
ܲ ൌ ݂൫ݖǡߤǡܮሺݐሻ൯ ﾠ
When ﾠݖ ﾠis ﾠgiven, ﾠpoverty ﾠat ﾠtime ﾠݐ ൌ ͳ ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠexpressed ﾠas ﾠܲଵଵ ൌ ݂ሺߤଵǡܮଵሻ ﾠand ﾠthat ﾠat ﾠ
ݐ ൌ ʹ ﾠas ﾠܲଶଶ ൌ ݂ሺߤଶଶǡܮଶଶሻ. ﾠThe ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠ(οܲ) ﾠwould ﾠbe ﾠobtained ﾠsimply ﾠby ﾠsubtracting ﾠ
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these ﾠtwo ﾠpoverty ﾠlevels. ﾠBut ﾠsuch ﾠa ﾠchange ﾠwould ﾠinclude ﾠmutual ﾠeffect ﾠof ﾠboth, ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠ
income/consumption ﾠand ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠdistribution. ﾠIn ﾠorder ﾠto ﾠachieve ﾠa ﾠdecomposition ﾠof ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠ
poverty ﾠ into ﾠ a ﾠ pure ﾠ growth ﾠ component ﾠ and ﾠ redistribution ﾠ component, ﾠ one ﾠ can ﾠ think ﾠ of ﾠ a ﾠ
hypothetical ﾠsituation ﾠwhere ﾠonly ﾠone ﾠof ﾠthese ﾠtwo ﾠcomponents ﾠis ﾠallowed ﾠto ﾠchange ﾠat ﾠa ﾠtime. ﾠ
Thus, ﾠ the ﾠ growth ﾠ component ﾠ would ﾠ be ﾠ that ﾠ change ﾠ in ﾠ poverty ﾠ when ﾠ only ﾠ mean ﾠ
income/consumption ﾠis ﾠallowed ﾠto ﾠchange ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠincome ﾠis ﾠheld ﾠunchanged ﾠat ﾠܮଵ. ﾠ
Similarly, ﾠthe ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠwould ﾠbe ﾠthe ﾠchange ﾠpoverty ﾠlevel ﾠthat ﾠoccurs ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠchange ﾠ
in ﾠ income ﾠ distribution ﾠ ሺܮሺݐሻሻ ﾠ while ﾠ keeping ﾠ mean ﾠ income/consumption ﾠ constant. ﾠ Kakwani ﾠ and ﾠ
Subbarao ﾠ (1990) ﾠachieved ﾠthis ﾠdecomposition ﾠas ﾠܲଶଶ െ ܲଵଵ ൌ ሺܲଶଵ െ ܲଵଵሻ ൅ ሺܲଶଶ െ ܲଶଵሻ ﾠwhereas ﾠ
Jain ﾠ and ﾠ Tendulkar ﾠ (1990) ﾠ did ﾠ it ﾠ as ﾠ ܲଶଶ െ ܲଵଵ ൌ ሺܲଶଶ െ ܲଵଶሻ ൅ ሺܲଵଶ െ ܲଵଵሻ. ﾠ Datt ﾠ and ﾠ Ravallion ﾠ
showed ﾠthat ﾠthese ﾠdecompositions ﾠare ﾠnot ﾠpath ﾠindependent
4 ﾠand ﾠsuggested ﾠfollowing ﾠway
5 ﾠto ﾠ
achieves ﾠthis, ﾠ
ܲଶଶ െ ܲଵଵ ൌ ሺܲଶଵ െ ܲଵଵሻ ൅ ሺܲଵଶ െ ܲଵଵሻ ൅ ܴ ﾠ
where ﾠܴ ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠresidual ﾠarising ﾠout ﾠof ﾠinteraction ﾠbetween ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠredistribution. ﾠThis ﾠ
method ﾠ though ﾠ satisfies ﾠ path ﾠ independence, ﾠ leaves ﾠ a ﾠ residual ﾠ thus ﾠ making ﾠ the ﾠ decomposition ﾠ
incomplete. ﾠ Following ﾠ tradition ﾠ of ﾠ taking ﾠ averages ﾠ to ﾠ make ﾠ decomposition ﾠ path ﾠ independent ﾠ
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 ﾠThis ﾠpaper ﾠhas ﾠused ﾠthe ﾠDatt-ﾭ‐Ravallion ﾠdecomposition ﾠusing ﾠthe ﾠmethod ﾠof ﾠaverages. ﾠ
2.5 ﾠData ﾠComparability ﾠIssue: ﾠ
Uttar ﾠPradesh ﾠ(UP), ﾠduring ﾠthe ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐50
th ﾠRound ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐94), ﾠcomprised ﾠof ﾠfive ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠ
namely, ﾠHimalayan, ﾠWestern, ﾠCentral, ﾠEastern ﾠand ﾠSouthern. ﾠThe ﾠseparate ﾠstate ﾠof ﾠUttrakhand ﾠwas ﾠ
formed ﾠby ﾠcarving ﾠout ﾠthe ﾠHimalayan ﾠregion ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠless ﾠthe ﾠBareilly ﾠDistrict. ﾠThus, ﾠthe ﾠpresent ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠ
one ﾠless ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐region ﾠthan ﾠthat ﾠof ﾠ50
th ﾠRound. ﾠThere ﾠhas ﾠalso ﾠbeen ﾠsome ﾠreorganization ﾠof ﾠdistricts ﾠ
within ﾠUP ﾠacross ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions. ﾠIn ﾠorder ﾠto ﾠmake ﾠUP ﾠof ﾠ61
st ﾠRound ﾠcomparable ﾠwith ﾠthe ﾠUP ﾠof ﾠ50
th ﾠ
Round, ﾠthe ﾠpaper ﾠhas ﾠremoved ﾠthe ﾠentire ﾠHimalayan ﾠregion ﾠfrom ﾠUP ﾠof ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐50
th ﾠround. ﾠDistrict ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
4 ﾠSee ﾠFigure ﾠ1 ﾠin ﾠBourguignon ﾠ(2004) ﾠfor ﾠan ﾠexcellent ﾠexposition ﾠon ﾠpath ﾠindependency ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠdecomposition ﾠof ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠ
redistribution ﾠcomponents. ﾠ
5 ﾠοܲ ൌ ሺߤଶǡ ܮଵሻ െ ሺߤଵǡܮଵሻ ൅ ሺߤଵǡܮଶሻ െ ሺߤଵǡܮଵሻ ൅ ܴ. ﾠExpanding ﾠthis ﾠyields: ﾠοܲ ൌ ሺߤଶǡܮଶሻ െ ሺߤଵǡܮଵሻ ൅ ܴ. ﾠ
6 ﾠShorrocks ﾠ(1999) ﾠhas ﾠshown ﾠthat ﾠthis ﾠdecomposition ﾠis ﾠequivalent ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠShapley ﾠvalues ﾠin ﾠcooperative ﾠgame ﾠtheory ﾠ
(Dhongde, ﾠ2007). ﾠ ﾠ
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Bareilli ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdropped ﾠand ﾠdistrict ﾠSonbhadra ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠmoved ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠWestern ﾠregion ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠUP ﾠof ﾠ
61
st ﾠ round. ﾠ These ﾠ modified ﾠ UPs ﾠ have ﾠ been ﾠ represented ﾠ as ﾠ UP ﾠ throughout ﾠ the ﾠ paper ﾠ and ﾠ are ﾠ
comparable ﾠto ﾠeach ﾠother. ﾠThe ﾠunmodified ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠ50
th ﾠand ﾠ61
st ﾠrounds ﾠof ﾠNSS ﾠare ﾠ
represented ﾠwith ﾠUP* ﾠMost ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠanalysis ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdone ﾠtaking ﾠthe ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠfigures ﾠfor ﾠUP* ﾠas ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠ
in ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ(50
th ﾠRound ﾠof ﾠNSS) ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ(61
st ﾠRound ﾠof ﾠNSS) ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠgiven ﾠonly ﾠat ﾠbroad ﾠlevels ﾠ
for ﾠreference ﾠto ﾠother ﾠresearchers. ﾠ
3. ﾠPoverty ﾠScenario ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP: ﾠ
3.1. ﾠSector ﾠwise ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠPoverty: ﾠ
Poverty ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠhigher, ﾠdeeper ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠmore ﾠsevere ﾠin ﾠboth ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠ
than ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠaverage ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ(Table ﾠA1.1). ﾠGiven ﾠits ﾠlargest ﾠshare ﾠin ﾠtotal ﾠ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ/ŶĚŝĂĂŶĚĂĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůǇŚŝŐŚĞƌƉŽǀĞƌƚǇƌĂƚŝŽ͕hWĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚĨŽƌϭϵƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨ/ŶĚŝĂ͛Ɛ
total ﾠpoor ﾠboth ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠurban ﾠsector. ﾠPoverty ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠ24% ﾠfor ﾠrural ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
and ﾠcorresponding ﾠfigures ﾠfor ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠwere ﾠabout ﾠ22%. ﾠBut ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠand ﾠsquared ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠ
declined ﾠmore ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠthat ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠmade ﾠcomparatively ﾠmore ﾠ
progress ﾠin ﾠreducing ﾠthe ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠthat ﾠrural ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠUrban ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ
slower ﾠpoverty ﾠreduction ﾠthan ﾠurban ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ ﾠ
Within ﾠUP, ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠ(43%) ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠ(36%). ﾠNot ﾠonly ﾠ
poor ﾠwere ﾠmore ﾠconcentrated ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas, ﾠthey ﾠwere ﾠalso ﾠrelatively ﾠfar ﾠoff ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline, ﾠas ﾠ
indicated ﾠby ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠof ﾠ10% ﾠthan ﾠtheir ﾠurban ﾠcounterparts ﾠ(9%). ﾠThis ﾠtrend ﾠreversed ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
when ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠthough ﾠstill ﾠhad ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠHCR, ﾠexhibited ﾠa ﾠrelatively ﾠlower ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠand ﾠsquared ﾠ
poverty ﾠgap ﾠthan ﾠurban ﾠUP. ﾠFigure ﾠ1 ﾠdepicts ﾠhow ﾠpoverty ﾠsituation ﾠhas ﾠchanged ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠ
areas ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠTwo ﾠobservations ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠmade. ﾠFirst, ﾠRural ﾠsector ﾠhas ﾠshown ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠ
decline ﾠin ﾠall ﾠindices ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠurban ﾠsector ﾠin ﾠboth ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠSecond, ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠfared ﾠ
better ﾠat ﾠrural ﾠpoverty ﾠreduction ﾠthan ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠwhile ﾠfor ﾠurban ﾠpoverty, ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠhas ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ
more ﾠimpressive ﾠchange. ﾠUP ﾠDevelopment ﾠReport ﾠ([UPDR] ﾠvol. ﾠI, ﾠp. ﾠ95) ﾠmentions ﾠfollowing ﾠreasons ﾠ
for ﾠthis ﾠtrend: ﾠ ﾠ
i.  consistent ﾠthough ﾠlow ﾠgrowth ﾠin ﾠagricultural ﾠsector ﾠas ﾠagainst ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠgrowth ﾠrates ﾠof ﾠ
tertiary ﾠand ﾠindustrial ﾠsectors ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠ
ii.  informal ﾠ manufacturing ﾠ has ﾠ significant ﾠ presence ﾠ in ﾠ UP ﾠ and ﾠ it ﾠ registered ﾠ almost ﾠ similar ﾠ
growth ﾠas ﾠregistered ﾠsector. ﾠ ﾠ
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High ﾠ poverty ﾠ in ﾠ rural ﾠ UP ﾠ has ﾠ been ﾠ accompanied ﾠ with ﾠ low ﾠ scores ﾠ on ﾠ other ﾠ non-ﾭ‐income ﾠ
indicators ﾠof ﾠdevelopment. ﾠInfant ﾠMortality ﾠRate ﾠ(IMR) ﾠis ﾠa ﾠreflection ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠgeneral ﾠhealth ﾠscenario ﾠ
in ﾠa ﾠstate ﾠ(UP-ﾭ‐HDR, ﾠ2006). ﾠIMR ﾠis ﾠconsiderably ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠ(77 ﾠper ﾠ1000 ﾠlive ﾠbirths) ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠ
urban ﾠUP ﾠ(57 ﾠper ﾠlive ﾠ1000 ﾠbirths). ﾠChildren ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠexperience ﾠ80% ﾠhigher ﾠrisk ﾠof ﾠdying ﾠbefore ﾠ
five ﾠyears ﾠof ﾠage ﾠ(ibid). ﾠAs ﾠper ﾠNSS ﾠ61
st ﾠRound, ﾠabout ﾠ53% ﾠof ﾠindividuals ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠ29% ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠ
UP ﾠare ﾠilliterate. ﾠThe ﾠsituation ﾠis ﾠeven ﾠworse ﾠin ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠwomen. ﾠ70% ﾠwomen ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠare ﾠilliterate. ﾠ
Corresponding ﾠfigure ﾠfor ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠ39%. ﾠThe ﾠquality ﾠof ﾠschooling ﾠis ﾠalso ﾠquestionable ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠIn ﾠa ﾠ
survey, ﾠPRATHAM ﾠfound ﾠthat ﾠabout ﾠ58% ﾠchildren ﾠin ﾠclass ﾠI ﾠcan ﾠread ﾠnothing ﾠwhile ﾠthis ﾠnumber ﾠwas ﾠ
about ﾠ4% ﾠeven ﾠin ﾠclass ﾠV. ﾠ70% ﾠchildren ﾠin ﾠclass ﾠI ﾠcould ﾠdo ﾠnothing ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠarithmetic ﾠtest ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠ
survey. ﾠIn ﾠclass ﾠV, ﾠthis ﾠnumber ﾠwas ﾠabout ﾠ9%. ﾠ
3.2 ﾠInequality: ﾠ
The ﾠtable ﾠA2.1 ﾠƐŚŽǁƐŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ;dŚĞŝů͛ƐT) ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠperiod ﾠof ﾠ
reference ﾠas ﾠfor ﾠpoverty ﾠindices. ﾠAll-ﾭ‐India ﾠaverage ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠhigher ﾠthan ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ
and ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐ϬϱĂƐĞǀŝĚĞŶƚĨƌŽŵĂŚŝŐŚĞƌdŚĞŝůƐ͛ƐT. ﾠAnalysing ﾠthe ﾠcomparative ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠ
reveals ﾠthat ﾠ
a.  inequality ﾠhave ﾠbeen ﾠrising ﾠover ﾠtime ﾠfor ﾠboth ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠand ﾠUP. ﾠThis ﾠ
ŝƐŝŶĂĐĐŽƌĚĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚ,ŝŵĂŶƐŚƵ͛Ɛ;ϮϬϬϳͿŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŚĂƐǁŽƌƐĞŶĞĚ͕ĚƵƌŝŶŐ




























Fig. ﾠ1: ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠFGTs: ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05)
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Pradesh ﾠand ﾠRajasthan. ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠto ﾠa ﾠreversal ﾠin ﾠtrend ﾠobserved ﾠearlier ﾠ(1983 ﾠto ﾠ1993). ﾠ
For ﾠurban ﾠareas, ﾠinequality ﾠrose ﾠin ﾠall ﾠstates ﾠand ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠ
b.  The ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠconsiderably ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠFor ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠT ﾠ
rose ﾠby ﾠabout ﾠ27% ﾠwhile ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠ20% ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠUrban ﾠUP ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ35% ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠT ﾠ
that ﾠis ﾠabout ﾠtwice ﾠthat ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠ(18%). ﾠ
c.  Inequality ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠrose ﾠhigher ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠrural ﾠareas. ﾠFor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠaverage, ﾠthe ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ












Table ﾠ1 ﾠbelow ﾠgives ﾠa ﾠgeneral ﾠidea ﾠof ﾠwide ﾠvariability ﾠin ﾠaverage ﾠmpce ﾠand ﾠpoverty ﾠsituation ﾠ
in ﾠUP. ﾠThe ﾠdifference ﾠin ﾠaverage ﾠmpce ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠbest ﾠmpce ﾠdistrict ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠworst ﾠmpce ﾠdistrict ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠ
UP ﾠis ﾠ`ϱϲϵƚŚĂƚŝƐĂďŽƵƚϴϴйŽĨƐƚĂƚĞ͛ƐĂǀĞƌĂŐĞŵƉĐĞŝŶƌƵƌĂůareas. The ﾠcorresponding ﾠdifference ﾠin ﾠ
urban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠ`957 ﾠand ﾠit ﾠis ﾠabout ﾠ98% ﾠ0f ﾠthe ﾠaverage ﾠmpce ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠurban ﾠsector ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ
Table ﾠ1: ﾠAverage ﾠMPCE ﾠacross ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠ(2004-ﾭ‐05) ﾠ





















Rural ﾠ 647 ﾠ Faizabad ﾠ 917 ﾠ Chitrakoot ﾠ 348 ﾠ GB ﾠNagar ﾠ 2.6 ﾠ Chitrakoot ﾠ 81.5 ﾠ
Urban ﾠ 978 ﾠ Agra ﾠ 1393 ﾠ Banda ﾠ 436 ﾠ Shahjahanpur ﾠ 3.6 ﾠ Chaundli ﾠ 74.5 ﾠ
Source: ﾠTable ﾠ7R ﾠand ﾠ7U ﾠ(Chaudhary ﾠ& ﾠGupta, ﾠ2009) ﾠ
The ﾠTable ﾠA6.1 ﾠpresents ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poor ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP. ﾠUltra ﾠpoor ﾠface ﾠa ﾠdeep ﾠ














Fig. ﾠ2: ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠInequality: ﾠIndia ﾠ& ﾠUP ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05)
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of ﾠextreme ﾠpoverty. ﾠThe ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠwas ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ
and ﾠremained ﾠso ﾠduring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThe ﾠdifference ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠbetween ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠ
all-ﾭ‐India ﾠwas ﾠmuch ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠduring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThis ﾠis ﾠ
because ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠmuch ﾠhigher ﾠreduction ﾠ(more ﾠthan ﾠ10%age ﾠpoints) ﾠin ﾠultra ﾠpoverty ﾠ
than ﾠ rural ﾠ all-ﾭ‐India ﾠ (slightly ﾠ more ﾠ than ﾠ 6%age ﾠ points). ﾠ For ﾠ urban ﾠ areas ﾠ both ﾠ all-ﾭ‐India ﾠ and ﾠ UP ﾠ
registered ﾠa ﾠsimilar ﾠdecline ﾠ(about ﾠ4%age ﾠpoints) ﾠin ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty. ﾠ ﾠ
Like ﾠthe ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poor, ﾠit ﾠis ﾠpossible ﾠto ﾠidentify ﾠpeople ﾠjust ﾠabove ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠThese ﾠcould ﾠ
be ﾠcalled ﾠpossible ﾠpoor ﾠand ﾠare ﾠmost ﾠsusceptible ﾠto ﾠfall ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠgiven ﾠan ﾠincome ﾠshock. ﾠThough ﾠ
they ﾠare ﾠclubbed ﾠas ﾠnon-ﾭ‐poor ﾠthey ﾠshare ﾠmost ﾠcharacteristics, ﾠlike ﾠhigh ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠilliteracy, ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠpoor ﾠ
except ﾠconsumption ﾠexpenditure. ﾠAs ﾠa ﾠgroup, ﾠthey ﾠneed ﾠattention ﾠif ﾠthe ﾠgovernment ﾠdoes ﾠnot ﾠwant ﾠ
them ﾠto ﾠfall ﾠbelow ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠand ﾠswell ﾠranks ﾠof ﾠpoor. ﾠTo ﾠbegin ﾠwith, ﾠUP ﾠhad ﾠeither ﾠlower ﾠ(in ﾠrural ﾠ
areas) ﾠor ﾠalmost ﾠequal ﾠ(in ﾠurban ﾠareas) ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty ﾠ(Table ﾠA6.1). ﾠBut ﾠpossible ﾠ
poverty ﾠrose ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠby ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠ9% ﾠand ﾠby ﾠ6% ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠwhereas ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India, ﾠit ﾠdeclined ﾠin ﾠ
both ﾠrural ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠurban ﾠareas. ﾠ ﾠThere ﾠmay ﾠbe ﾠtwo ﾠreasons ﾠfor ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty: ﾠ
one, ﾠsome ﾠpeople ﾠhave ﾠjust ﾠcrossed ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠand ﾠare ﾠcrowding ﾠaround ﾠit, ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠsecond, ﾠ
some ﾠpeople ﾠhave ﾠslipped ﾠdown ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠincome ﾠladder ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠsome ﾠexigencies ﾠor ﾠsome ﾠother ﾠreason. ﾠ
The ﾠ first ﾠ reason ﾠ could ﾠ prevail ﾠ when ﾠ the ﾠ poverty ﾠ rate ﾠ is ﾠ also ﾠ falling ﾠ indicating ﾠ that ﾠ government ﾠ
programmes ﾠare ﾠhelping ﾠthe ﾠpoor ﾠto ﾠcross ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠIf ﾠone ﾠwitnesses ﾠan ﾠincreasing ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠ
ultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠaccompanying ﾠthe ﾠabove ﾠsituation, ﾠit ﾠimplies ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠgovernment ﾠprogrammes ﾠare ﾠ
helping ﾠonly ﾠthose ﾠwho ﾠare ﾠclustered ﾠaround ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠand ﾠnot ﾠthe ﾠvery ﾠpoor. ﾠThe ﾠreason ﾠfor ﾠ
the ﾠsecond ﾠpossibility ﾠto ﾠmaterialize ﾠcould ﾠbe ﾠa ﾠshock ﾠto ﾠa ﾠparticular ﾠgroup ﾠor ﾠto ﾠoverall ﾠpopulation ﾠ
that ﾠaffects ﾠtheir ﾠconsumption ﾠexpenditure ﾠadversely. ﾠSimilarly, ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty ﾠ
also ﾠindicates ﾠeither ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠtwo ﾠfacts: ﾠone, ﾠsome ﾠpeople ﾠhave ﾠfallen ﾠdown ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠand ﾠthey ﾠ
would ﾠ now ﾠ be ﾠ counted ﾠ as ﾠ poor ﾠ and ﾠ the ﾠ second ﾠ reason ﾠ could ﾠ be ﾠ that ﾠ some ﾠ people ﾠ who ﾠ were ﾠ
hovering ﾠjust ﾠabove ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠhas ﾠdone ﾠwell ﾠeconomically ﾠand ﾠhave ﾠcrossed ﾠthe ﾠthreshold ﾠof ﾠ
possible ﾠpoverty. ﾠThe ﾠfirst ﾠscenario ﾠoccurs ﾠwhen ﾠone ﾠobserve ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠrate ﾠand ﾠa ﾠ
simultaneous ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpossible ﾠpoor. ﾠThe ﾠsecond ﾠscenario ﾠwould ﾠbe ﾠobserved ﾠin ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠrapid ﾠ
growth ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠalso ﾠpercolating ﾠdeeper ﾠin ﾠeconomy. ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
3.3 ﾠGrowth-ﾭ‐Inequality ﾠDecomposition: ﾠ
The ﾠpaper ﾠhas ﾠdecomposed ﾠthe ﾠtotal ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠfor ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠ
sectors ﾠof ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠinto ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠdistribution ﾠcomponents ﾠ(Table ﾠA5.1). ﾠA ﾠnegative ﾠsign ﾠbefore ﾠ
a ﾠcomponent ﾠindicates ﾠthat ﾠthis ﾠcomponent ﾠhas ﾠhelped ﾠin ﾠreducing ﾠthe ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠwhereas ﾠ
a ﾠ positive ﾠ sign ﾠ indicates ﾠ the ﾠ other ﾠ way. ﾠ From ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠ HCR ﾠ in ﾠ rural ﾠ all-ﾭ‐India ﾠ declined ﾠ by ﾠ 8.9 ﾠ14 ﾠ
 ﾠ
percentage ﾠpoints ﾠand ﾠdecomposition ﾠbased ﾠon ﾠmethod ﾠof ﾠaverages ﾠshows ﾠthat ﾠout ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠtotal ﾠ
change ﾠin ﾠpoverty, ﾠ44.17% ﾠ ﾠchange ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠattributed ﾠto ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome/consumption ﾠlevel ﾠ
while ﾠ35.25% ﾠchange ﾠwas ﾠa ﾠresult ﾠof ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠincome/consumption. ﾠIn ﾠurban ﾠall-ﾭ‐
India, ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠchanged ﾠby ﾠ7% ﾠpercentage ﾠpoints ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠDecomposition ﾠ
exercise ﾠreveals ﾠthat ﾠ40.7% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠhas ﾠcome ﾠfrom ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠwhereas ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠ
income ﾠ distribution ﾠ has ﾠ contributed ﾠ for ﾠ 33.7% ﾠ of ﾠ the ﾠ total ﾠ change. ﾠ Thus, ﾠ the ﾠ rural ﾠ India ﾠ has ﾠ
registered ﾠboth ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠand ﾠin ﾠincome ﾠdistribution ﾠ(inequality) ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠurban ﾠ
India. ﾠ
For ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠchanged ﾠby ﾠ9.73% ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠaccounts ﾠfor ﾠ
45.68% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠwhile ﾠ35.95% ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠchange ﾠis ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠdistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠIn ﾠ
urban ﾠUP, ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠcontributed ﾠ42.03% ﾠof ﾠtotal ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠ(5.75 ﾠpercentage ﾠ
points) ﾠwhereas ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠdistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠaccounted ﾠfor ﾠ35.95% ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠtotal ﾠchange. ﾠ ﾠ
The ﾠmost ﾠimportant ﾠpoint ﾠthat ﾠcomes ﾠout ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠdecomposition ﾠanalysis ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠincome ﾠ
growth ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠthe ﾠengine ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠreduction ﾠwhile ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠraise ﾠthe ﾠHCR. ﾠ
This ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠtrue ﾠfor ﾠIndia ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠUP. ﾠ
3.4. ﾠDecomposing ﾠPoverty ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐region ﾠwise: ﾠ
Now ﾠ the ﾠ paper ﾠ would ﾠ attempt ﾠ to ﾠ analyse ﾠ the ﾠ situation ﾠ among ﾠ various ﾠ NSS-ﾭ‐Region
7. ﾠ An ﾠ
analysis ﾠat ﾠregion ﾠlevel ﾠshould ﾠhelp ﾠto ﾠunderstand ﾠthe ﾠnature ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠacross ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠDuring ﾠthe ﾠ
50
th ﾠround ﾠof ﾠNSS, ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠwas ﾠdivided ﾠinto ﾠfive ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions, ﾠnamely ﾠthe ﾠHimalayan, ﾠWestern, ﾠ
Central, ﾠEastern, ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠSouthern. ﾠThe ﾠHimalayan ﾠregion ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠcarved ﾠout ﾠon ﾠNovember ﾠ9, ﾠ2000 ﾠ
to ﾠform ﾠthe ﾠstate ﾠof ﾠUttarakhand
8 ﾠand ﾠthus ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠleft ﾠwith ﾠfour ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions. ﾠ
The ﾠ regions ﾠwithin ﾠ UP ﾠ exhibit ﾠ much ﾠ differences ﾠ in ﾠ almost ﾠ all ﾠ aspects ﾠ of ﾠ socio-ﾭ‐economic ﾠ
development. ﾠGeographically, ﾠabout ﾠtwo ﾠthird ﾠof ﾠstate ﾠfalls ﾠunder ﾠIndo-ﾭ‐Gangetic ﾠplain ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠ
includes ﾠthe ﾠwestern, ﾠcentral ﾠand ﾠeastern ﾠregions. ﾠThe ﾠwestern ﾠregion ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠthe ﾠleading ﾠregion ﾠin ﾠ
agricultural ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠindustrial ﾠprogress. ﾠThis ﾠregion ﾠacted ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠspringboard ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠgreen ﾠrevolution ﾠ
in ﾠthe ﾠ1960s ﾠand ﾠ1970s ﾠand ﾠhelped ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠdepart ﾠfrom ﾠits ﾠprevious ﾠlow ﾠlevels ﾠof ﾠagricultural ﾠ
growth ﾠ(World ﾠBank, ﾠ2002). ﾠBajpai ﾠand ﾠVolavka ﾠ(2003) ﾠopine ﾠthat ﾠGreen ﾠRevolution ﾠtook ﾠplace ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠ
Northwestern ﾠstates ﾠ(Panjab, ﾠHaryana ﾠand ﾠwestern ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠUP) ﾠas ﾠthey ﾠwere ﾠrich ﾠin ﾠnatural ﾠresources ﾠ
and ﾠpossessed ﾠgood ﾠphysical ﾠand ﾠinstitutional ﾠinfrastructure. ﾠRiding ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠstrong ﾠperformance ﾠby ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
7 ﾠNSS ﾠdivides ﾠa ﾠState ﾠinto ﾠsome ﾠregions ﾠby ﾠgrouping ﾠcontiguous ﾠdistricts ﾠsimilar ﾠin ﾠpopulation ﾠdensity ﾠand ﾠcrop ﾠpattern ﾠ
(Instrn_50_1.0_General, ﾠ50
th ﾠRound ﾠdocuments). ﾠ
8 ﾠAll ﾠdistricts ﾠunder ﾠthe ﾠHimalayan ﾠregion ﾠshifted ﾠto ﾠUttarakhand ﾠexcept ﾠthe ﾠdistrict ﾠBareilly ﾠthat ﾠjoined ﾠthe ﾠWestern ﾠregion ﾠ
of ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh. ﾠ15 ﾠ
 ﾠ
western ﾠand ﾠeastern ﾠregion, ﾠmost ﾠsectors ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠwere ﾠperforming ﾠbetter ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠrest ﾠof ﾠIndia ﾠ(Kozel ﾠ
and ﾠParker, ﾠ2003). ﾠBut ﾠUP ﾠcould ﾠnot ﾠsustain ﾠthis ﾠmomentum ﾠand ﾠlagged ﾠbehind ﾠPanjab ﾠand ﾠHaryana ﾠ
ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ŶĞǆƚ ĚĞĐĂĚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ͚ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚƌĂ-ﾭ‐state ﾠ differences ﾠ in ﾠ U.P. ﾠ have ﾠ contributed ﾠ to ﾠ interstate ﾠ
dŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶh͘W͕͘WĂŶũĂďĂŶĚŚĂƌǇĂŶĂ͛;ĂũƉĂŝĂŶĚsŽůĂǀŬĂ͕ϮϬϬϯͿ͘As ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠlargely ﾠan ﾠ
agrarian ﾠstate ﾠtill ﾠlate, ﾠit ﾠis ﾠimportant ﾠto ﾠunderstand ﾠthe ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠagricultural ﾠperformance ﾠof ﾠits ﾠ
regions. ﾠ ﾠ
Western ﾠregion ﾠis ﾠcharacterized ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠfood ﾠand ﾠsugar ﾠbasket ﾠof ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠ(UPDR, ﾠp. ﾠ32) ﾠ
has ﾠfertile ﾠsoil ﾠand ﾠa ﾠgood ﾠphysical ﾠinfrastructure ﾠfor ﾠagricultural ﾠdevelopment. ﾠWestern ﾠregion ﾠwas ﾠ
the ﾠfirst ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠto ﾠjoin ﾠGreen ﾠrevolution. ﾠThough ﾠEastern ﾠUP ﾠfollowed ﾠit ﾠand ﾠembarked ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠpath ﾠof ﾠ
high ﾠagriculture ﾠgrowth ﾠjoining ﾠGreen ﾠrevolution ﾠyet ﾠthere ﾠare ﾠdifferences ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠoutcomes ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠ
two ﾠregions. ﾠĂũƉĂŝĂŶĚsŽůĂǀŬĂ;ϮϬϬϯͿƉŽŝŶƚŽƵƚƚŚĂƚ͚ŝŶϭϵϲϮ-ﾭ‐65, ﾠeastern ﾠU.P. ﾠwas ﾠat ﾠleast ﾠon ﾠpar ﾠ
with ﾠwestern ﾠU.P. ﾠas ﾠfar ﾠas ﾠrice ﾠwas ﾠconcerned, ﾠas ﾠwater ﾠconditions ﾠ(flooding) ﾠin ﾠthat ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠ
ƐƚĂƚĞ ŵĂĚĞ ŝƚ ŶĂƚƵƌĂůůǇ ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ ĨŽƌ ƌŝĐĞ ĐƵůƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ͛͘ ﾠ Eastern ﾠ UP ﾠ has ﾠ very ﾠ high ﾠ concentration ﾠ of ﾠ
marginal ﾠ(less ﾠthan ﾠ1 ﾠhectare) ﾠland ﾠholdings. ﾠAs ﾠpointed ﾠout ﾠby ﾠStokes ﾠ(1978, ﾠas ﾠquoted ﾠin ﾠBajpai ﾠ& ﾠ
Volvaka, ﾠ2003), ﾠdifferent ﾠkind ﾠof ﾠsystems ﾠof ﾠlandholdings ﾠunder ﾠBritish ﾠrule ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠresponsible ﾠfor ﾠ
it. ﾠEastern ﾠUP ﾠhad ﾠZamindari ﾠsystem ﾠwhile ﾠwestern ﾠUP ﾠwas ﾠunder ﾠBhaichara ﾠsystem. ﾠThe ﾠZamindari ﾠ
system ﾠfurther ﾠstratified ﾠthe ﾠrural ﾠsociety ﾠinto ﾠtenant, ﾠsub-ﾭ‐tenant ﾠand ﾠrentier ﾠlandlords ﾠwhereas ﾠthe ﾠ
Bhaichara ﾠsystem ﾠin ﾠwestern ﾠUP ﾠallowed ﾠpeasant ﾠproprietorship ﾠ(Stokes, ﾠibid). ﾠQuoting ﾠCMIE ﾠ(2004) ﾠ
data, ﾠBajpai ﾠand ﾠVolavka ﾠ(ibid) ﾠmention ﾠthat ﾠduring ﾠ1961-ﾭ‐62 ﾠ62% ﾠof ﾠlandholdings ﾠin ﾠabout ﾠ19% ﾠof ﾠ
operational ﾠland ﾠarea ﾠwere ﾠmarginal ﾠin ﾠeastern ﾠUP ﾠwhile ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠ52% ﾠof ﾠlandholdings ﾠin ﾠabout ﾠ11% ﾠof ﾠ
operational ﾠland ﾠarea ﾠin ﾠwestern ﾠUP. ﾠIt ﾠfurther ﾠdeteriorated ﾠin ﾠ1980-ﾭ‐81 ﾠwhen ﾠ79% ﾠof ﾠlandholdings ﾠin ﾠ
34% ﾠof ﾠoperational ﾠland ﾠarea ﾠin ﾠeastern ﾠUP ﾠwere ﾠmarginal. ﾠThe ﾠcorresponding ﾠfigure ﾠfor ﾠwestern ﾠUP ﾠ
was ﾠ62% ﾠof ﾠlandholdings ﾠin ﾠ20% ﾠof ﾠarea. ﾠFurther, ﾠwestern ﾠregion ﾠhad ﾠa ﾠwell-ﾭ‐developed ﾠcanal ﾠsystem ﾠ
for ﾠirrigation. ﾠThe ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠcatch ﾠup ﾠafter ﾠonset ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠGreen ﾠrevolution ﾠand ﾠnarrowed ﾠ
the ﾠgap ﾠin ﾠcanal ﾠirrigation, ﾠbut ﾠat ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠtime ﾠwestern ﾠUP ﾠwas ﾠinvesting ﾠin ﾠtube ﾠwells ﾠand ﾠthus ﾠ
again ﾠmanaged ﾠto ﾠleave ﾠthe ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠbehind ﾠ(Sharma ﾠ& ﾠPoleman, ﾠ1993 ﾠas ﾠquoted ﾠin ﾠBajpai ﾠ& ﾠ
Volavka, ﾠibid). ﾠEastern ﾠregion ﾠis ﾠalso ﾠprone ﾠto ﾠwater-ﾭ‐logging ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠreceiving ﾠmore ﾠrainfall ﾠthan ﾠ
western ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠincapacity ﾠto ﾠdeal ﾠwith ﾠthe ﾠexcess ﾠwater. ﾠInfrastructure ﾠwise ﾠalso ﾠwestern ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠ
been ﾠbetter ﾠthe ﾠeastern ﾠUP. ﾠThe ﾠsouthern ﾠregion, ﾠalso ﾠknown ﾠas ﾠBundelkhand ﾠregion ﾠis ﾠcharacterized ﾠ
by ﾠ low ﾠ rainfall ﾠ and ﾠ draught ﾠ prone ﾠ and ﾠvery ﾠmarginal ﾠ lands ﾠ (UPDR, ﾠ2007). ﾠ This ﾠ region ﾠ has ﾠ been ﾠ
lagging ﾠbehind ﾠin ﾠadoption ﾠof ﾠimproved ﾠvarieties ﾠand ﾠapplication ﾠof ﾠfertilizers ﾠand ﾠsparse ﾠirrigation ﾠ
facilities. ﾠ16 ﾠ
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Some ﾠregions ﾠof ﾠUP, ﾠespecially ﾠwestern ﾠand ﾠeastern, ﾠare ﾠalso ﾠfacing ﾠproblem ﾠof ﾠdeclining ﾠ
water ﾠtable. ﾠAs ﾠon ﾠApril ﾠ1998, ﾠout ﾠof ﾠ252 ﾠdevelopment ﾠblocks ﾠin ﾠwestern ﾠUP, ﾠ70 ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdeclared ﾠ
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are ﾠdark ﾠand ﾠ93 ﾠare ﾠgrey. ﾠThus ﾠagriculture ﾠcannot ﾠkeep ﾠrelying ﾠon ﾠgroundwater ﾠfor ﾠirrigation. ﾠThis ﾠ
indicates ﾠtowards ﾠa ﾠneed ﾠof ﾠagricultural ﾠdiversification. ﾠThe ﾠnature ﾠand ﾠscope ﾠof ﾠdiversification ﾠalso ﾠ
varies ﾠamong ﾠregions. ﾠUPDR ﾠobserves ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠshare ﾠof ﾠfood-ﾭ‐related ﾠenterprises ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdeclining ﾠ
in ﾠall ﾠbut ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠas ﾠthis ﾠregion ﾠexhibits ﾠhigh ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠgrowing ﾠfood ﾠcrops ﾠhas ﾠ
been ﾠa ﾠcompulsion ﾠfor ﾠpoor ﾠfarmers. ﾠ
Livelihood ﾠsector ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠgrowing ﾠimpressively ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ(UPDR, ﾠ2007). ﾠAs ﾠper ﾠLivestock ﾠCensus ﾠ
(1991), ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠlivestock ﾠpopulation ﾠin ﾠIndia. ﾠBut ﾠlivestock ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate ﾠare ﾠsuffering ﾠfrom ﾠ
low ﾠproductivity ﾠper ﾠunit. ﾠUPDR ﾠ(2007) ﾠconsiders ﾠthe ﾠfailure ﾠof ﾠartificial ﾠinsemination, ﾠinadequate ﾠ
nutrition, ﾠpoor ﾠhealth ﾠand ﾠveterinary ﾠservices ﾠalong ﾠwith ﾠunsatisfactory ﾠanimal ﾠmanagement ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠ
main ﾠreason ﾠbehind ﾠthis ﾠproblem. ﾠIt ﾠis ﾠworth ﾠmentioning ﾠthat ﾠin ﾠa ﾠcase-ﾭ‐study ﾠof ﾠSGSY ﾠin ﾠtwo ﾠblocks ﾠ
of ﾠJaunpur ﾠdistrict ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠobserved ﾠthat ﾠmost ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠloans ﾠsanctioned ﾠwere ﾠon ﾠlivestock. ﾠEven ﾠif ﾠthere ﾠ
are ﾠno ﾠfraudulent ﾠpractices ﾠand ﾠeach ﾠbeneficiary ﾠcreates ﾠasset ﾠout ﾠof ﾠSGSY-ﾭ‐loan ﾠin ﾠform ﾠof ﾠlivestock, ﾠ
the ﾠchances ﾠof ﾠher ﾠreceiving ﾠvery ﾠlow ﾠreturns ﾠare ﾠhigh ﾠconsidering ﾠthe ﾠabove ﾠmentioned ﾠproblems ﾠ
with ﾠlivestock ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠ
UP-ﾭ‐HDR ﾠ(2006) ﾠhas ﾠcompared ﾠannual ﾠcompound ﾠgrowth ﾠrates ﾠof ﾠNet ﾠRegional ﾠDomestic ﾠ
Product ﾠfor ﾠtwo ﾠperiods ﾠ(1980-ﾭ‐81 ﾠto ﾠ1996-ﾭ‐97 ﾠand ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05). ﾠIt ﾠfound ﾠthat ﾠduring ﾠthe ﾠfirst ﾠ
period, ﾠall ﾠfour ﾠregions ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠgrew ﾠat ﾠaround ﾠ4% ﾠper ﾠannum. ﾠIt ﾠattributes ﾠgrowth ﾠduring ﾠthis ﾠperiod ﾠ
to ﾠagricultural ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠGreen ﾠRevolution. ﾠThe ﾠsecond ﾠperiod ﾠof ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠwitnessed ﾠ
regional ﾠconcentration ﾠof ﾠgrowth. ﾠThe ﾠeastern ﾠand ﾠwestern ﾠregions ﾠgrew ﾠat ﾠslower ﾠpace ﾠof ﾠ3.9% ﾠand ﾠ
3.8% ﾠrespectively ﾠwhereas ﾠthe ﾠcentral ﾠand ﾠsouthern ﾠregions ﾠregistered ﾠgrowth ﾠrates ﾠof ﾠ4.6% ﾠand ﾠ
5.2% ﾠper ﾠannum ﾠin ﾠNet ﾠRegional ﾠDomestic ﾠProduct. ﾠThe ﾠtable ﾠ2 ﾠbelow ﾠshows ﾠthe ﾠsectoral ﾠshift ﾠin ﾠ
regions ﾠof ﾠUP. ﾠGrowth ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsouthern ﾠand ﾠcentral ﾠregions ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdriven ﾠby ﾠtertiary ﾠsector. ﾠThe ﾠ
southern ﾠregion ﾠwas ﾠrelying ﾠmore ﾠon ﾠagriculture ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠbut ﾠit ﾠmanaged ﾠto ﾠreduce ﾠits ﾠshare ﾠin ﾠ





 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
9 ﾠDepending ﾠupon ﾠthe ﾠextent ﾠof ﾠgroundwater ﾠexploitation, ﾠa ﾠblock ﾠis ﾠclassified ﾠas ﾠdark, ﾠgrey ﾠor ﾠwhite. ﾠA ﾠdark ﾠ
block ﾠis ﾠone ﾠwhere ﾠgroundwater ﾠuses ﾠis ﾠabove ﾠ85% ﾠof ﾠits ﾠutilizable ﾠgroundwater ﾠrecharge. ﾠIn ﾠa ﾠgrey ﾠblock, ﾠthe ﾠ
rate ﾠof ﾠexploitation ﾠlies ﾠbetween ﾠ65-ﾭ‐85% ﾠwhereas ﾠin ﾠa ﾠwhite ﾠblock, ﾠthe ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠexploitation ﾠof ﾠgroundwater ﾠis ﾠ
below ﾠ65% ﾠ(Dhawan, ﾠ1995). ﾠ17 ﾠ
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Table ﾠ2: ﾠSectoral ﾠShift ﾠin ﾠNet ﾠRegional ﾠDomestic ﾠProduct ﾠ
^ĞĐƚŽƌї ﾠ Primary ﾠSector ﾠ Secondary ﾠSector ﾠ Tertiary ﾠSector ﾠ NDDP ﾠ
Regionљ ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
Western ﾠ 41.10 ﾠ 36.85 ﾠ 19.94 ﾠ 22.56 ﾠ 38.96 ﾠ 40.59 ﾠ 100 ﾠ 100 ﾠ
Central ﾠ 36.16 ﾠ 33.25 ﾠ 17.28 ﾠ 16.32 ﾠ 46.56 ﾠ 50.43 ﾠ 100 ﾠ 100 ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 40.04 ﾠ 35.75 ﾠ 19.32 ﾠ 15.69 ﾠ 40.64 ﾠ 48.56 ﾠ 100 ﾠ 100 ﾠ
Bundelkhand ﾠ 46.76 ﾠ 44.45 ﾠ 12.5 ﾠ 13.99 ﾠ 40.74 ﾠ 41.55 ﾠ 100 ﾠ 100 ﾠ
Source: ﾠTable ﾠ5.4, ﾠUP-ﾭ‐HDR: ﾠ2006. ﾠ
Sectoral ﾠproductivity ﾠof ﾠlabour ﾠis ﾠvery ﾠvaried ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠIt ﾠrose ﾠat ﾠannual ﾠcompound ﾠgrowth ﾠrate ﾠ
of ﾠ2.16% ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate ﾠbetween ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠTertiary ﾠsector ﾠregistered ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠgrowth ﾠ
rate ﾠ(3.85%) ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠprimary ﾠsector ﾠ(1.51%) ﾠwhereas ﾠthe ﾠsecondary ﾠsector ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠnegative ﾠ
growth ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠ(0.33%). ﾠThis ﾠstagnation ﾠin ﾠlabour ﾠproductivity ﾠin ﾠsecondary ﾠsector ﾠis ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠrapid ﾠ
growth ﾠof ﾠenterprises ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠunorganized ﾠsector ﾠ(UP-ﾭ‐HDR, ﾠ2006). ﾠTable ﾠ3 ﾠshows ﾠthe ﾠsector ﾠwise ﾠ
labour ﾠproductivity ﾠfor ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ
Table ﾠ3: ﾠSector ﾠwise ﾠPer ﾠWorker ﾠNSDP ﾠ ﾠ
at ﾠConstant ﾠprices ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐94) ﾠ
Sector ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ CAGR ﾠ(%) ﾠ
Primary ﾠSector ﾠ 9096 ﾠ 10727 ﾠ 1.51 ﾠ
Secondary ﾠSector ﾠ 20794 ﾠ 20061 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.33 ﾠ
Tertiary ﾠSector ﾠ 26875 ﾠ 40700 ﾠ 3.85 ﾠ
All ﾠSectors ﾠ 14601 ﾠ 18479 ﾠ 2.16 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ Source: ﾠTable ﾠ5.15, ﾠUP-ﾭ‐HDR: ﾠ2006. ﾠ
In ﾠ their ﾠ study ﾠ of ﾠ regional ﾠ variations ﾠ in ﾠ agricultural ﾠ productivity, ﾠ Chand, ﾠ R., ﾠ Garg, ﾠ S. ﾠ and ﾠ
Pandey, ﾠ L. ﾠ (2009) ﾠ ranked ﾠ districts ﾠ across ﾠ all ﾠ states ﾠ according ﾠ to ﾠ their ﾠ agricultural ﾠ productivities ﾠ
(measured ﾠ in ﾠ `/hectare ﾠ of ﾠ Net ﾠ Sown ﾠ Area). ﾠ 5 ﾠ district ﾠ of ﾠ UP ﾠ were ﾠ in ﾠ the ﾠ Very ﾠ Low ﾠ productivity ﾠ
category ﾠwhile ﾠ21 ﾠdistricts ﾠwere ﾠin ﾠLow ﾠcategory. ﾠ18 ﾠand ﾠ19 ﾠdistricts ﾠwere ﾠin ﾠAverage ﾠand ﾠHigh ﾠ
category ﾠrespectively ﾠwhereas ﾠonly ﾠ7 ﾠdistricts ﾠwere ﾠunder ﾠVery ﾠHigh ﾠcategory. ﾠ
3.5. ﾠRural ﾠPoverty: ﾠ
Table ﾠA1.2 ﾠshows ﾠdecomposition ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠindices ﾠfor ﾠUP ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐region ﾠwise. ﾠDuring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠ
the ﾠSouthern ﾠregion ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠregion ﾠwith ﾠhighest ﾠHCR ﾠ(67 ﾠ%) ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠthe ﾠCentral ﾠregion ﾠ(50 ﾠ
%). ﾠThe ﾠEastern ﾠregion ﾠwas ﾠonly ﾠmarginally ﾠbetter ﾠoff ﾠwith ﾠabout ﾠ49 ﾠ% ﾠof ﾠits ﾠpopulation ﾠbeing ﾠbelow ﾠ
the ﾠofficial ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠPoverty ﾠwas ﾠalso ﾠthe ﾠdeepest ﾠሺ	
ଵሻ ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsouthern ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠfollows ﾠthe ﾠ
same ﾠtrend ﾠas ﾠ	
଴. ﾠCompared ﾠto ﾠthese ﾠthree ﾠregions, ﾠthe ﾠwestern ﾠregion ﾠis ﾠrelatively ﾠbetter ﾠoff. ﾠ
Incidentally, ﾠthese ﾠthree ﾠregions ﾠare ﾠalso ﾠregions ﾠwith ﾠweakest ﾠindustrial ﾠbase. ﾠ The ﾠeastern ﾠand ﾠ
southern ﾠregions ﾠhave ﾠbeen ﾠdesignated ﾠas ﾠbackward ﾠregions ﾠofficially ﾠ(UP-ﾭ‐HDR, ﾠ2006) ﾠPer ﾠcapita ﾠ18 ﾠ
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gross ﾠvalue ﾠof ﾠindustrial ﾠoutput ﾠin ﾠ2000-ﾭ‐01 ﾠwas ﾠRs. ﾠ1324 ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠEastern ﾠregion, ﾠRs. ﾠ7042 ﾠfor ﾠWestern ﾠ
region, ﾠRs. ﾠ3095 ﾠfor ﾠCentral ﾠregion, ﾠand ﾠRs. ﾠ1238 ﾠfor ﾠSouthern ﾠregion ﾠ(UP-ﾭ‐HDR: ﾠ2003). ﾠ ﾠ
Poverty ﾠhas ﾠreduced ﾠfor ﾠall ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThe ﾠmost ﾠnotable ﾠpoint ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠnow ﾠthe ﾠ
eastern ﾠregion ﾠhas ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠpeople ﾠbelow ﾠthe ﾠofficial ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠ(41 ﾠ%) ﾠfollowed ﾠ
by ﾠthe ﾠsouthern ﾠregion ﾠ(38.86 ﾠ%) ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠcentral ﾠregion ﾠ(30.12 ﾠ%). ﾠThe ﾠdepth ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠሺ	
ଵሻ ﾠis ﾠ
also ﾠnow ﾠhighest ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠso ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠሺ	
ଶሻ. ﾠThis ﾠchange ﾠis ﾠ
mainly ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠ42% ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠin ﾠsouthern ﾠregion ﾠwhereas ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠ15% ﾠin ﾠeastern ﾠregion. ﾠThe ﾠ
second ﾠhighest ﾠpercentage ﾠchange ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠexhibited ﾠby ﾠcentral ﾠregion ﾠ(40%). ﾠIncidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠ
declined ﾠby ﾠ19% ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠwestern ﾠregion. ﾠ
Table ﾠA1.2 ﾠshows ﾠsubgroup ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠPeople ﾠliving ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠSouthern ﾠ
region ﾠ during ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠ had ﾠ 59 ﾠ % ﾠ higher ﾠ risk ﾠ of ﾠ poverty ﾠ than ﾠ the ﾠ norm. ﾠ Three ﾠ regions, ﾠ Central, ﾠ
Eastern ﾠand ﾠSouthern, ﾠhad ﾠa ﾠrisk ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠthat ﾠwas ﾠabove ﾠthe ﾠnorm. ﾠTheir ﾠshare ﾠin ﾠoverall ﾠrural ﾠ
poverty ﾠwas ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠwhat ﾠtheir ﾠpopulation ﾠshare ﾠwarrants. ﾠThe ﾠsituation ﾠchanged ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠand ﾠ
the ﾠEastern ﾠregion ﾠfaced ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk. ﾠThe ﾠSouthern ﾠregion ﾠunderwent ﾠa ﾠrapid ﾠ
decline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠso ﾠits ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠalso ﾠdeclined. ﾠThis ﾠreason ﾠhas ﾠcaught ﾠattention ﾠof ﾠnational ﾠ
as ﾠwell ﾠinternational ﾠdevelopment ﾠagencies ﾠand ﾠmuch ﾠaid ﾠis ﾠpouring ﾠin ﾠit. ﾠThere ﾠ also ﾠdedicated ﾠ
government ﾠprogrammes ﾠlike ﾠSwajaldhara ﾠfor ﾠthis ﾠregion ﾠitself. ﾠMigration ﾠis ﾠalso ﾠhigh ﾠin ﾠthis ﾠregion ﾠ
and ﾠthe ﾠremittances ﾠfrom ﾠit ﾠmight ﾠbe ﾠanother ﾠreason ﾠof ﾠrapid ﾠpoverty ﾠreduction ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsouthern ﾠ
region. ﾠ
3.6. ﾠUrban ﾠPoverty: ﾠ ﾠ
The ﾠSouthern ﾠregion, ﾠlike ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠpoorest ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ
remained ﾠso ﾠduring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠalso ﾠ(Table ﾠA1.3). ﾠThe ﾠpoor ﾠare ﾠalso ﾠthe ﾠfurthest ﾠfrom ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠin ﾠ
this ﾠregion. ﾠThere ﾠwas ﾠa ﾠhuge ﾠdifference ﾠof ﾠalmost ﾠthirty ﾠsix ﾠpercentage ﾠpoints ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠbetween ﾠthe ﾠ
poorest ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠsecond ﾠmost ﾠpoor. ﾠThe ﾠsouthern ﾠregion ﾠexhibited ﾠ42% ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠ
the ﾠhighest ﾠamong ﾠall ﾠregions ﾠof ﾠurban ﾠUP. ﾠSimilar ﾠdecline ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠregistered ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠ
and ﾠ squared ﾠ poverty ﾠ gap ﾠ for ﾠ the ﾠ region. ﾠ The ﾠ next ﾠ highest ﾠ decline ﾠ in ﾠ poverty ﾠ indices ﾠ has ﾠ been ﾠ
witnessed ﾠby ﾠthe ﾠcentral ﾠregion ﾠ(27%). ﾠThe ﾠimportant ﾠpoint ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠfor ﾠcentral ﾠregion, ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠ
depth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠmuch ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠthe ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠHCR. ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠ
extreme ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠthis ﾠregion. ﾠSimilar ﾠtrends ﾠhave ﾠbeen ﾠshown ﾠby ﾠwestern ﾠand ﾠeastern ﾠregions ﾠalso. ﾠ
Though ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠregistered ﾠan ﾠimperceptible ﾠdecline ﾠof ﾠonly ﾠ0.94 ﾠpercentage ﾠpoints ﾠ(about ﾠ2% ﾠ
change), ﾠthe ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠdeclined ﾠmore ﾠrelative ﾠto ﾠits ﾠincidence. ﾠEastern ﾠregion ﾠis ﾠ
the ﾠmost ﾠpopulous ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠheavily ﾠdependent ﾠon ﾠland. ﾠThis ﾠregion ﾠhas ﾠalso ﾠwitnessed ﾠthe ﾠlowest ﾠ19 ﾠ
 ﾠ
decline ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠgap. ﾠThe ﾠCentral ﾠregion ﾠreduced ﾠnot ﾠonly ﾠthe ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠ
persons ﾠbelow ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠbut ﾠdistance ﾠof ﾠits ﾠpoor ﾠfrom ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠhas ﾠalso ﾠdeclined ﾠ
considerably ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠthat ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠEastern ﾠregion. ﾠThe ﾠmost ﾠindustrialized ﾠamong ﾠthese ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠ
Western ﾠregion. ﾠNoida ﾠand ﾠGhaziabad ﾠdistricts ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠregion ﾠare ﾠdeveloping ﾠvery ﾠfast ﾠas ﾠindustrial ﾠ
centers. ﾠ ﾠ
As ﾠevident ﾠfrom ﾠTable ﾠ A1.3, ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠof ﾠwestern ﾠand ﾠeastern ﾠregions ﾠhas ﾠ
increased ﾠ over ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ to ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ by ﾠ 8% ﾠ and ﾠ 16% ﾠ respectively ﾠ indicating ﾠ that ﾠ they ﾠ are ﾠ now ﾠ
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decline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠ(31%) ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠattributed ﾠto ﾠa ﾠrapid ﾠfall ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠcount. ﾠCentral ﾠregion ﾠalso ﾠ
registered ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠby ﾠ14% ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk. ﾠ
 ﾠ
 ﾠ
3.7. ﾠInequality: ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Inequality ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠcomparatively ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ
and ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ in ﾠ all ﾠ NSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠ except ﾠ the ﾠ Southern ﾠ region ﾠ (Table ﾠ A2.2). ﾠ All ﾠ NSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠ have ﾠ
registered ﾠa ﾠmarginal ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠover ﾠtime ﾠbut ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠSouthern ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠ
urban ﾠ areas ﾠ in ﾠ the ﾠ Central ﾠ region ﾠ exhibited ﾠ a ﾠ sharp ﾠ increase ﾠ in ﾠ inequality ﾠ (103% ﾠ and ﾠ 97% ﾠ































Fig.3: ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠFGTs: ﾠUP ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05)
Western Central Eastern Southern20 ﾠ
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In ﾠgeneral, ﾠwithin-ﾭ‐group ﾠinequality ﾠcomponent ﾠaccounted ﾠfor ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠninety ﾠfour ﾠpercent ﾠ
of ﾠtotal ﾠinequality ﾠin ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠacross ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠboth ﾠtime ﾠperiods ﾠwhereas ﾠthe ﾠbetween-ﾭ‐groups ﾠ
component ﾠhas ﾠdeclined ﾠover ﾠyears ﾠ(Table ﾠA4.1). ﾠWithin-ﾭ‐group ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠincreased ﾠrelatively ﾠ
more ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas. ﾠBetween-ﾭ‐groups ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠdeclined ﾠfaster ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas. ﾠ
 ﾠ
Table ﾠA6.2 ﾠexhibits ﾠfigures ﾠfor ﾠultra ﾠand ﾠpossible ﾠpoor ﾠacross ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠIn ﾠgeneral, ﾠ
the ﾠrate ﾠof ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠexcept ﾠfor ﾠwestern ﾠ
region, ﾠa ﾠfact ﾠin ﾠaccordance ﾠwith ﾠcorresponding ﾠinequality ﾠfigures. ﾠRural ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠSouthern ﾠregion ﾠ
had ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠpercentage ﾠof ﾠpeople ﾠfacing ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ(almost ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐third ﾠof ﾠpoor ﾠ
in ﾠ the ﾠ region). ﾠ But ﾠ this ﾠ region ﾠ also ﾠ registered ﾠ a ﾠ very ﾠ sharp ﾠ reduction ﾠ in ﾠ ultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠ (63%). ﾠ
Proportion ﾠof ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poor ﾠwas ﾠalso ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠSouthern ﾠregion ﾠand ﾠit ﾠalso ﾠ
registered ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠchange ﾠ(40%). ﾠThus, ﾠit ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠassumed ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠgrowth ﾠhas ﾠpercolated ﾠdown ﾠ
relatively ﾠ better ﾠ in ﾠ this ﾠ region. ﾠ The ﾠ highest ﾠ decline ﾠ in ﾠ extreme ﾠ poverty ﾠ in ﾠ rural ﾠ areas ﾠ has ﾠ been ﾠ
exhibited ﾠby ﾠthe ﾠcentral ﾠregion ﾠ(64%) ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠregion ﾠfollowed ﾠthe ﾠtrend ﾠ(32% ﾠ
decline). ﾠThe ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠshowed ﾠimpressive ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠextreme ﾠpoverty ﾠby ﾠ34% ﾠbut ﾠ
the ﾠurban ﾠextreme ﾠpoverty ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠa ﾠmeager ﾠ9%. ﾠThe ﾠwestern ﾠregion ﾠexhibited ﾠsimilar ﾠtrends ﾠ
with ﾠ40% ﾠand ﾠ14% ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠextreme ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠrespectively. ﾠThe ﾠ
percentage ﾠof ﾠindividuals ﾠwho ﾠare ﾠjust ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠvicinity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠthough ﾠabove ﾠit, ﾠhas ﾠincreased ﾠin ﾠ
all ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐regions ﾠacross ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠexcept ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠcentral ﾠregion. ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠ
increasing ﾠcrowding ﾠjust ﾠabove ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠ




























Widespread ﾠeconomic ﾠvariability ﾠbetween ﾠthe ﾠfour ﾠregions ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠalso ﾠreflected ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠ
other ﾠindicators ﾠof ﾠdevelopment. ﾠTable ﾠ4 ﾠbelow ﾠpresents ﾠ ﾠIMR ﾠand ﾠCMR ﾠfigures ﾠfor ﾠregions ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ
during ﾠ1998-ﾭ‐99. ﾠ
Table ﾠ4: ﾠIMR ﾠand ﾠCMR ﾠin ﾠUP: ﾠRegion ﾠwise ﾠ
Region ﾠ IMR ﾠ CMR ﾠ
Western ﾠ 81.8 ﾠ 29.4 ﾠ
Central ﾠ 122.4 ﾠ 60.3 ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 97.8 ﾠ 43.9 ﾠ
Southern ﾠ 118.3 ﾠ 55.1 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠSource: ﾠNFHS-ﾭ‐2, ﾠUP-ﾭ‐Report ﾠ
 ﾠ
3.8. ﾠGrowth-ﾭ‐Inequality ﾠDecomposition: ﾠ
Western ﾠregion ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠregistered ﾠ5.55%age ﾠpoint ﾠreduction ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠbetween ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ
and ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ39.94% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠhas ﾠcome ﾠfrom ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠwhile ﾠ34.37% ﾠis ﾠaccounted ﾠ
by ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠ(Table ﾠA5.2). ﾠUrban ﾠareas ﾠin ﾠwestern ﾠUP ﾠwitnessed ﾠreduction ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠby ﾠ
2.82%age ﾠ points ﾠ and ﾠ 37.87% ﾠ of ﾠ it ﾠ was ﾠ by ﾠ growth ﾠ component ﾠ and ﾠ 35.05% ﾠ by ﾠ changes ﾠ in ﾠ
redistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠThus, ﾠgrowth ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠslower ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠof ﾠwestern ﾠ
UP ﾠthan ﾠits ﾠrural ﾠcounterpart ﾠwhereas ﾠinequality ﾠexhibited ﾠthe ﾠreverse ﾠpattern. ﾠRural ﾠpat ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠ
central ﾠregion ﾠregistered ﾠreduction ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠby ﾠ20.11%age ﾠpoints ﾠand ﾠgrowth ﾠcomponent ﾠclaimed ﾠ
52.57% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠwhile ﾠ32.47% ﾠis ﾠaccounted ﾠfor ﾠby ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠUrban ﾠ
areas ﾠin ﾠcentral ﾠUP ﾠwitnessed ﾠ9.21%age ﾠpoint ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠHCR. ﾠ46.24% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠdecline ﾠcame ﾠfrom ﾠ
growth ﾠcomponent ﾠand ﾠ37.03% ﾠfrom ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠThus, ﾠrural ﾠcentral ﾠUP ﾠgrew ﾠfaster ﾠ
and ﾠwith ﾠlesser ﾠincreases ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠthan ﾠurban ﾠcentral ﾠUP. ﾠHCR ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠ7.16%age ﾠpoint ﾠin ﾠ
rural ﾠeastern ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠ46.50% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠis ﾠaccounted ﾠby ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠwhereas ﾠ39.34% ﾠby ﾠ
change ﾠin ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠUrban ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠeastern ﾠregion ﾠunderwent ﾠa ﾠmarginal ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠ
HCR ﾠby ﾠ0.94%age ﾠpoints. ﾠ40.74% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠwas ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠand ﾠ39.80% ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠ
rise ﾠin ﾠinequality. ﾠThus, ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠthat ﾠeat ﾠup ﾠthe ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠeastern ﾠ
region. ﾠThe ﾠsouthern ﾠregion ﾠwitnessed ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠby ﾠ28.49%age ﾠpoints ﾠand ﾠ58.77% ﾠof ﾠit ﾠcame ﾠ
from ﾠgrowth ﾠcomponent ﾠand ﾠ30.28% ﾠwas ﾠfrom ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠUrban ﾠareas ﾠin ﾠsouthern ﾠ
region ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠby ﾠ31.36%age ﾠpoints. ﾠRise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠaccounted ﾠfor ﾠ60.59% ﾠ
of ﾠit ﾠand ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠclaimed ﾠ29.24%. ﾠ
3.9. ﾠSocial ﾠGroups: ﾠ
͞An ﾠintrinsic ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠhuman ﾠlife ﾠis ﾠgroup ﾠmembership-ﾭ‐ ﾠin ﾠfact ﾠit ﾠis ﾠthis ﾠthat ﾠmakes ﾠup ﾠthe ﾠ
identity ﾠ(or ﾠmultiple ﾠidentities) ﾠof ﾠindividuals-ﾭ‐ ﾠtheir ﾠfamily ﾠaffiliations, ﾠcultural ﾠaffinities ﾠand ﾠso ﾠon͟ ﾠ22 ﾠ
 ﾠ
(Stewart, ﾠ2002, ﾠp.2). ﾠIndividual ﾠidentities ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠbased ﾠon ﾠfamily, ﾠlocation, ﾠage, ﾠculture ﾠand ﾠso ﾠon. ﾠ
Stewart ﾠ (ibid) ﾠ asserts ﾠ that ﾠ ͞such ﾠ identities ﾠ are ﾠ a ﾠ fundamental ﾠ influence ﾠ on ﾠ behavior ﾠ (by ﾠ the ﾠ
individual ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠgroup), ﾠon ﾠhow ﾠthey ﾠare ﾠtreated ﾠby ﾠothers ﾠand ﾠtheir ﾠown ﾠwell ﾠbeing͟ ﾠ(ibid). ﾠ
Individuals ﾠcan ﾠhave ﾠdifferential ﾠaccess ﾠto ﾠopportunities ﾠand ﾠresources ﾠ(economic, ﾠpolitical ﾠas ﾠwell ﾠas ﾠ
social) ﾠ based ﾠ on ﾠ their ﾠ group ﾠ identity. ﾠ This ﾠ is ﾠ more ﾠ so ﾠ in ﾠ developing ﾠ countries. ﾠ To ﾠ highlight ﾠ the ﾠ
concept ﾠof ﾠinequalities ﾠfaced ﾠdue ﾠgroup ﾠidentities, ﾠStewart ﾠ(ibid) ﾠpropounds ﾠconcept ﾠof ﾠHorizontal ﾠ
inequality͘^ŚĞĚĞĨŝŶĞƐŝƚĂƐ͞ŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇĚĞĨŝŶĞĚŐƌŽƵƉƐ͟ ﾠ(p.3). ﾠCaste ﾠsystem ﾠin ﾠ
India ﾠis ﾠsuch ﾠa ﾠsocially ﾠdefined ﾠidentity. ﾠDrğǌĞĂŶĚ'ĂǌĚĂƌ;ϭϵϵϲͿĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ͞the ﾠprominent ﾠposition ﾠof ﾠ
ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ͚ŚŝŐŚ͛ĐĂƐƚĞƐǁŝƚŚĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞŽĨůĂŶĚŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͟ ﾠa ﾠdistinguishing ﾠfeature ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠ
agrarian ﾠ structure ﾠ of ﾠ UP ﾠ (p.103). ﾠ Though ﾠ with ﾠ caste ﾠ rigidities ﾠ are ﾠ slackening ﾠ now ﾠ due ﾠ to ﾠ
technological ﾠand ﾠpolito-ﾭ‐economic ﾠchanges, ﾠthey ﾠstill ﾠmatter ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠDrèze, ﾠLanjouw ﾠand ﾠSharma ﾠ
(1998) ﾠpoint ﾠout ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠfact ﾠthat ﾠin ﾠPalanpur, ﾠpeople ﾠof ﾠall ﾠcastes ﾠcan ﾠnow ﾠsit ﾠtogether ﾠon ﾠa ﾠcot. ﾠThis ﾠ
change ﾠthough ﾠseems ﾠsmall, ﾠmatters ﾠmuch ﾠin ﾠcaste ﾠrealities ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠ The ﾠdisappearance ﾠ of ﾠmany ﾠ
traditional ﾠ occupations ﾠ has ﾠ undermined ﾠ the ﾠ behavior ﾠ of ﾠ caste ﾠ by ﾠ behavior ﾠ and ﾠ associations ﾠ
(Jayaraman ﾠand ﾠLanjouw, ﾠ1999). ﾠYet ﾠsocial ﾠidentity ﾠhas ﾠgot ﾠa ﾠrebirth ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠchanging ﾠequations ﾠof ﾠ
caste ﾠpolitics ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ
The ﾠConstitution ﾠoĨ/ŶĚŝĂƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƐ^dĂŶĚ^ĂƐ͚ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇĚŝƐĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞĚĐůĂƐƐĞƐ͘It ﾠduly ﾠ
recognizes ﾠ the ﾠ relative ﾠ backwardness ﾠ of ﾠ these ﾠ weaker ﾠ sections ﾠ of ﾠ the ﾠ society, ﾠ and ﾠ guarantees ﾠ
equality ﾠ before ﾠ the ﾠ law ﾠ (Article ﾠ 14) ﾠ and ﾠ enjoins ﾠ the ﾠ State ﾠ to ﾠ make ﾠ special ﾠ provisions ﾠ for ﾠ the ﾠ
advancement ﾠ of ﾠ any ﾠ socially ﾠ and ﾠ educationally ﾠ backward ﾠ classes ﾠ or ﾠ for ﾠ SCs ﾠ (Article ﾠ 15(4)). ﾠ
Suryanarayana ﾠ(2001), ﾠmentions ﾠthat ﾠSC, ﾠST ﾠand ﾠOBC ﾠlag ﾠbehind ﾠthe ﾠrest ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠsociety ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠtheir ﾠ
social ﾠand ﾠeconomic ﾠbackwardness. ﾠA ﾠstate ﾠwith ﾠrelatively ﾠhigher ﾠshare ﾠof ﾠSC ﾠand ﾠST, ﾠin ﾠgeneral, ﾠ
would ﾠperform ﾠrelatively ﾠbadly ﾠon ﾠdevelopment ﾠindicators ﾠand ﾠit ﾠneeds ﾠto ﾠput ﾠmore ﾠefforts ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠ
empowerment ﾠ of ﾠ these ﾠ disadvantaged ﾠ classes. ﾠ This ﾠ warrants ﾠ a ﾠ though ﾠ analysis ﾠ of ﾠ incidence ﾠ of ﾠ
poverty ﾠand ﾠinequality, ﾠboth ﾠhorizontal ﾠand ﾠvertical, ﾠamong ﾠvarious ﾠsocial ﾠgroups ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠ
 ﾠ
3.10. ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠand ﾠRural ﾠPoverty: ﾠ
 ﾠ
The ﾠrural ﾠsociety ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠmore ﾠso ﾠin ﾠUP, ﾠis ﾠshackled ﾠwith ﾠcaste ﾠrigidities. ﾠA ﾠhighly ﾠrigid ﾠ
social ﾠstructure ﾠbounded ﾠwith ﾠhorizontal ﾠinequalities ﾠmakes ﾠit ﾠdifficult ﾠto ﾠescape ﾠpoverty. ﾠ ﾠThe ﾠtable ﾠ
A3.1 ﾠdepicts ﾠcaste ﾠstructure ﾠof ﾠrural ﾠpopulation ﾠin ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ ﾠ
SC ﾠpopulation ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠpredominantly ﾠpoor ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠ(Table ﾠA1.4) ﾠas ﾠabout ﾠ
60% ﾠof ﾠits ﾠpopulation ﾠwas ﾠbelow ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠThe ﾠpoverty ﾠamong ﾠSC ﾠwas ﾠalmost ﾠone ﾠand ﾠhalf ﾠ23 ﾠ
 ﾠ
times ﾠ and ﾠ two ﾠ times ﾠ deeper ﾠ than ﾠ that ﾠ in ﾠ ST ﾠ and ﾠ Others ﾠ respectively. ﾠ This ﾠ social ﾠ class ﾠ has ﾠ also ﾠ
witnessed ﾠhighest ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠby ﾠ26% ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠOthers ﾠ(22%) ﾠad ﾠST ﾠ
(15%). ﾠPoint ﾠworth ﾠnoting ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠthough ﾠST ﾠshowed ﾠleast ﾠpercentage ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty, ﾠ
they ﾠexhibited ﾠmaximum ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty. ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ
Table ﾠ A1.4 ﾠ presents ﾠ subgroup ﾠ poverty ﾠ risk ﾠ for ﾠvarious ﾠ social ﾠ classes. ﾠ SC ﾠ were ﾠ exhibiting ﾠ
highest ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠthough ﾠthey ﾠregistered ﾠmarginal ﾠdecline ﾠ
in ﾠrisk ﾠby ﾠ4% ﾠduring ﾠthis ﾠperiod. ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠST ﾠand ﾠOthers ﾠhas ﾠgone ﾠup ﾠby ﾠ9% ﾠand ﾠ1% ﾠ
respectively. ﾠThe ﾠinteresting ﾠobservation ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠthough ﾠST ﾠshowed ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠHCR, ﾠthey ﾠ
show ﾠdrastic ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty. ﾠThis ﾠmight ﾠbe ﾠindicating ﾠthat ﾠbenefits ﾠ
of ﾠanti-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠprogrammes ﾠhave ﾠpercolated ﾠdeeper ﾠat ﾠleast ﾠin ﾠthis ﾠsocial ﾠclass. ﾠSC ﾠpresent ﾠcontrary ﾠ
position ﾠas ﾠtheir ﾠpoverty ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠhas ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠ8% ﾠand ﾠ9% ﾠonly. ﾠDoes ﾠthis ﾠindicate ﾠthat ﾠ
poorer ﾠan ﾠindividual ﾠin ﾠSC ﾠclass, ﾠthe ﾠlesser ﾠare ﾠthe ﾠchances ﾠthat ﾠit ﾠwould ﾠcome ﾠout ﾠof ﾠextreme ﾠ
poverty? ﾠAlso ﾠthe ﾠbetter ﾠperformance ﾠof ﾠSC ﾠin ﾠreducing ﾠHCR ﾠmay ﾠbe ﾠreflecting ﾠthe ﾠability ﾠto ﾠgarner ﾠ
more ﾠbenefits ﾠfrom ﾠgovernment ﾠschemes, ﾠhowever ﾠanswering ﾠthis ﾠquestion ﾠconclusively ﾠis ﾠbeyond ﾠ
the ﾠscope ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠpaper. ﾠ
 ﾠ
3.11. ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠand ﾠUrban ﾠPoverty: ﾠ ﾠ
As ﾠevident ﾠfrom ﾠTable ﾠA1.5, ﾠSC ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠthe ﾠpoorest ﾠsocial ﾠclass ﾠwith ﾠHCR ﾠof ﾠ60% ﾠand ﾠ43% ﾠ
during ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠrespectively. ﾠThey ﾠalso ﾠexhibited ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠdepth ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠ(16%) ﾠthan ﾠ
ST ﾠ(3%) ﾠand ﾠOthers ﾠ(8%) ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠtrend ﾠcontinued ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠalso ﾠwith ﾠexception ﾠ
that ﾠnow ﾠST ﾠhas ﾠa ﾠdeeper ﾠpoverty ﾠ(about ﾠ10%) ﾠthan ﾠOthers ﾠ(about ﾠ7%). ﾠIncidentally, ﾠSC ﾠhas ﾠalso ﾠ
shown ﾠthe ﾠmaximum ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠall ﾠpoverty ﾠindices
10. ﾠST ﾠhas ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠsharp ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠall ﾠindices ﾠ
of ﾠpoverty ﾠover ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠtime-ﾭ‐period ﾠand ﾠthis ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠdrastic ﾠin ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠdepth ﾠ(214%) ﾠand ﾠ
severity ﾠ(318%) ﾠof ﾠpoverty. ﾠHowever, ﾠthis ﾠmust ﾠbe ﾠkept ﾠin ﾠmind ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠST ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsample ﾠ
is ﾠvery ﾠlow ﾠand ﾠthis ﾠprevents ﾠfrom ﾠmaking ﾠany ﾠconclusive ﾠcomment ﾠabout ﾠthem. ﾠHCR ﾠhas ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠ
12% ﾠfor ﾠOthers ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThe ﾠfig. ﾠ5 ﾠbelow ﾠdepicts ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠFGTs ﾠover ﾠyears. ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
10 ﾠThere ﾠis ﾠa ﾠview ﾠthat ﾠSC ﾠare ﾠbetter ﾠequipped ﾠto ﾠgarner ﾠbenefit ﾠfrom ﾠgovernment ﾠwelfare ﾠschemes ﾠas ﾠthey ﾠenjoy ﾠan ﾠexalted ﾠ
state ﾠof ﾠawareness ﾠthan ﾠST ﾠwho ﾠare ﾠgenerally ﾠisolated ﾠfrom ﾠ ﾠthe ﾠmainstream ﾠculture ﾠand ﾠare ﾠbounded ﾠby ﾠrigid ﾠways ﾠof ﾠlife ﾠ
(Uttar ﾠPradesh ﾠState ﾠDevelopment ﾠReport-ﾭ‐Vol-ﾭ‐I). ﾠ ﾠ24 ﾠ
 ﾠ
 ﾠ
SC ﾠexhibited ﾠhighest ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05, ﾠthough ﾠit ﾠdeclined ﾠ
by ﾠ15% ﾠ(Table ﾠA1.5). ﾠPoverty ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠST ﾠhas ﾠincreased ﾠsubstantially ﾠ(61%) ﾠwhile ﾠOthers ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ
marginal ﾠincrease. ﾠThis ﾠdenoƚĞƐƚŚĂƚŽǀĞƌǇĞĂƌƐ^d͛ƐƐŚĂƌĞŝŶƉŽǀĞƌƚǇŝƐƌŝƐŝŶŐŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŝƚƐƐŚĂƌĞŝŶ
population ﾠ(though ﾠthis ﾠcannot ﾠbe ﾠsaid ﾠvery ﾠconclusively ﾠas ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠST ﾠin ﾠsample ﾠis ﾠvery ﾠless). ﾠ
3.12.  Inequality ﾠand ﾠCaste ﾠStructure: ﾠ
Table ﾠA2.3 ﾠpresents ﾠcaste ﾠwise ﾠsubgroup ﾠdecompositiŽŶŽĨŝŶĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂƐŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚďǇdŚĞŝů͛Ɛ
T. ﾠInequality ﾠwas ﾠhighest ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠST ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠbut ﾠit ﾠdeclined ﾠsharply ﾠby ﾠ63% ﾠand ﾠbecame ﾠthe ﾠlowest ﾠ
in ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠSC ﾠregistered ﾠ11% ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠinequality ﾠwhereas ﾠOthers ﾠwitnessed ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠ
inequality ﾠby ﾠ36%. ﾠIn ﾠurban ﾠareas, ﾠinequality ﾠincreased ﾠfor ﾠall ﾠsocial ﾠgroups. ﾠST ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠvery ﾠ
sharp ﾠincrease ﾠ(171%) ﾠwhereas ﾠSC ﾠand ﾠOthers ﾠexhibited ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠby ﾠ32% ﾠand ﾠ38% ﾠrespectively. ﾠ





























Fig. ﾠ5: ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠFGTs ﾠBy ﾠSocial ﾠGroups ﾠ(1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05)




Further ﾠdecomposition ﾠof ﾠinequality ﾠinto ﾠbetween-ﾭ‐groups ﾠand ﾠwithin-ﾭ‐group ﾠcomponents ﾠhas ﾠ
been ﾠshown ﾠin ﾠTable ﾠA4.2. ﾠBetween-ﾭ‐groups ﾠcomponent ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠaccounting ﾠonly ﾠfor ﾠtwo ﾠto ﾠfour ﾠ
percent ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠtotal ﾠinequality ﾠwhile ﾠthe ﾠwithin-ﾭ‐group ﾠcomponent ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠresponsible ﾠfor ﾠmore ﾠ
than ﾠninety-ﾭ‐six ﾠpercent ﾠof ﾠit. ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠthat ﾠas ﾠdifferent ﾠsocial ﾠgroups, ﾠSC, ﾠST ﾠand ﾠOthers ﾠare ﾠnot ﾠ
so ﾠmuch ﾠunequal ﾠas ﾠthey ﾠare ﾠwithin ﾠthemselves ﾠand ﾠthus ﾠexhibit ﾠhigh ﾠvertical ﾠinequality. ﾠAlso ﾠwithin-ﾭ‐
group ﾠinequality ﾠis ﾠincreasing ﾠover ﾠyears. ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
The ﾠTable ﾠA5.3 ﾠpresents ﾠdecomposition ﾠresults ﾠof ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠfor ﾠvarious ﾠsocial ﾠgroups ﾠ
into ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠdistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠWe ﾠwould ﾠnot ﾠcomment ﾠanything ﾠabout ﾠST ﾠin ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠUP ﾠas ﾠ
their ﾠnumber ﾠin ﾠsample ﾠis ﾠtoo ﾠsmall ﾠto ﾠdo ﾠany ﾠrigorous ﾠanalysis. ﾠSC ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠregistered ﾠabout ﾠ15% ﾠ
decline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠout ﾠof ﾠwhich ﾠ52% ﾠis ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠand ﾠ37% ﾠis ﾠaccounted ﾠby ﾠchange ﾠ
in ﾠincome ﾠdistribution. ﾠThis ﾠis ﾠnoteworthy ﾠthat ﾠgrowth ﾠcomponent ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠchange ﾠis ﾠhigher ﾠand ﾠ
redistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠlower ﾠfor ﾠSC ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠrural ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠThis ﾠresults ﾠin ﾠa ﾠlarger ﾠdecline ﾠ
in ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠSC ﾠclass ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠSimilar ﾠand ﾠeven ﾠmore ﾠpronounced ﾠpatterns ﾠhave ﾠ
been ﾠobserved ﾠfor ﾠSC ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP. ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠthat ﾠSC ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠare ﾠdoing ﾠbetter ﾠthan ﾠSC ﾠin ﾠrest ﾠof ﾠ
India. ﾠ Others ﾠ have ﾠ registered ﾠ a ﾠ decline ﾠ in ﾠ poverty ﾠ of ﾠ 8% ﾠ and ﾠ 44% ﾠ of ﾠ it ﾠ is ﾠ claimed ﾠ by ﾠ growth ﾠ
component ﾠwhile ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠaccounts ﾠfor ﾠ36%. ﾠThough ﾠthe ﾠgrowth ﾠcomponent ﾠin ﾠ
higher ﾠin ﾠUP, ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠmakes ﾠthe ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠfor ﾠOthers ﾠmarginally ﾠ
smaller ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠOthers ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠhave ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ7% ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠ






















increase ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠaccounts ﾠfor ﾠ43% ﾠof ﾠit ﾠand ﾠ36% ﾠis ﾠdue ﾠto ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠincome ﾠdistribution. ﾠ
Urban ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠaverage ﾠfigures ﾠare ﾠlower ﾠthan ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠfor ﾠOthers. ﾠ
Ultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠwas ﾠhighest ﾠin ﾠSC ﾠduring ﾠboth ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠin ﾠboth ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠ
areas ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠOthers ﾠ(Table ﾠA6.3). ﾠFollowing ﾠmain ﾠpoints ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠmentioned ﾠabout ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty: ﾠ
a.  Ultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠwas ﾠhigher ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas. ﾠ
b.  Rural ﾠareas ﾠhave ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠsharper ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠ(SC: ﾠ49%, ﾠOthers: ﾠ42%). ﾠ
c.  SC ﾠwitnessed ﾠsharper ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠalso ﾠ(26%) ﾠcompared ﾠto ﾠOthers ﾠ
(19%). ﾠ
Similarily, ﾠfollowing ﾠobservations ﾠsum ﾠup ﾠthe ﾠtrend ﾠin ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty ﾠacross ﾠsocial ﾠgroups: ﾠ
a.  In ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠincreased ﾠin ﾠSC ﾠby ﾠ46% ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠby ﾠ24% ﾠin ﾠOthers. ﾠ
This ﾠshows ﾠa ﾠcrowding ﾠof ﾠindividuals ﾠin ﾠvicinity ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline. ﾠ
b.  SC ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠvery ﾠmarginal ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty ﾠby ﾠ2% ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠwhile ﾠOthers ﾠ
witnessed ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠby ﾠ11% ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠ
3. ﾠ13. ﾠLivelihood ﾠPattern ﾠand ﾠPoverty: ﾠ
The ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠhouseholds ﾠby ﾠcategory ﾠof ﾠlivelihood ﾠcan ﾠthrow ﾠsome ﾠlight ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠnature ﾠof ﾠ
economy ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠNSS ﾠclassifies ﾠhouseholds ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠsectors ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠbasis ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠmajor ﾠ
source ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠearnings ﾠduring ﾠthe ﾠlast ﾠ365 ﾠdays ﾠpreceding ﾠthe ﾠdate ﾠof ﾠsurvey. ﾠFor ﾠa ﾠrural ﾠhousehold ﾠ
if ﾠa ﾠsingle ﾠsource ﾠcontributes ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠ50 ﾠpercent ﾠof ﾠits ﾠtotal ﾠincome ﾠduring ﾠthe ﾠreference ﾠperiod, ﾠit ﾠ
would ﾠbe ﾠassigned ﾠa ﾠtype ﾠcode ﾠof ﾠthat ﾠactivity. ﾠThere ﾠare ﾠfive ﾠtypes ﾠof ﾠhouseholds ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas ﾠ
namely, ﾠ(a) ﾠself-ﾭ‐employed ﾠin ﾠagriculture ﾠ(b) ﾠself-ﾭ‐employed ﾠin ﾠnon-ﾭ‐agriculture ﾠ(c) ﾠagricultural ﾠlabour ﾠ
(d) ﾠ non-ﾭ‐agricultural ﾠ labour, ﾠ and ﾠ (e) ﾠ others. ﾠ Of ﾠ these, ﾠ agricultural ﾠ and ﾠ non-ﾭ‐agricultural ﾠ labour ﾠ
constitute ﾠthe ﾠpure ﾠlabour ﾠsupply ﾠin ﾠa ﾠvillage ﾠeconomy. ﾠIt ﾠmay ﾠbe ﾠpossible ﾠthat ﾠthey ﾠalso ﾠown ﾠsome ﾠ
land ﾠbut ﾠthe ﾠmajor ﾠsource ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠearnings ﾠis ﾠtheir ﾠmanual ﾠlabour ﾠand ﾠnot ﾠthe ﾠland ﾠ(for ﾠa ﾠgood ﾠ
discussion ﾠon ﾠeconomic ﾠclassification ﾠof ﾠhouseholds ﾠin ﾠNSS, ﾠrefer ﾠto ﾠSundaram ﾠ& ﾠTendulkar, ﾠ2003). ﾠ
dŚĞůĂƐƚĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŽĨ͚ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͛ŝƐĂƌĞƐŝĚƵĂůĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͘dŚĞǇŵĂǇďĞŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌŝŶĐŽŵĞ
either ﾠfrom ﾠsome ﾠcontractual ﾠemployment ﾠor ﾠsome ﾠassets, ﾠtransfer ﾠpayments ﾠetc. ﾠ(Sundaram ﾠ & ﾠ
Tendulkar, ﾠibid). ﾠ
For ﾠurban ﾠsector, ﾠNSS ﾠdefines ﾠfour ﾠcategories ﾠof ﾠhouseholds: ﾠ(a) ﾠself-ﾭ‐employed ﾠhouseholds ﾠ
(b) ﾠwage ﾠand ﾠsalaried ﾠincome ﾠhouseholds ﾠ(c) ﾠcasual ﾠlabour ﾠhouseholds, ﾠand ﾠ(d) ﾠothers. ﾠHere ﾠagain ﾠ
ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ŚĞƚĞƌŽŐĞŶĞŽƵƐ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŽĨ ͚ƐĞůĨ-ﾭ‐employed ﾠ hoƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͛͘ dŚŝƐ ĐŽƵůĚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͕ ĨŽƌ
example, ﾠa ﾠbarber ﾠwith ﾠjust ﾠa ﾠmirror, ﾠa ﾠfew ﾠcombs, ﾠrazor ﾠand ﾠscissor, ﾠsitting ﾠon ﾠroadside ﾠto ﾠan ﾠ27 ﾠ
 ﾠ
expensive ﾠbeauty ﾠparlour. ﾠIt ﾠwould ﾠalso ﾠinclude ﾠthe ﾠroadside ﾠfortune ﾠtellers ﾠwith ﾠa ﾠparrot ﾠand ﾠfew ﾠ
cards ﾠif ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠmajor ﾠsource ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠearnings. ﾠ
3.14. ﾠLivelihood ﾠand ﾠPoverty ﾠin ﾠRural ﾠSector: ﾠ
Agricultural ﾠlabour ﾠand ﾠself-ﾭ‐employed ﾠin ﾠagriculture ﾠtogether ﾠconstitute ﾠthe ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠ
population ﾠdirectly ﾠdependent ﾠon ﾠagriculture. ﾠThe ﾠTable ﾠA3.2.a ﾠpresents ﾠoccupational ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠ
population ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP. ﾠThat ﾠagriculture ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠmain ﾠsource ﾠof ﾠlivelihood ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠIndia ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐
94 ﾠis ﾠevident ﾠfrom ﾠthe ﾠhigh ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠpopulation ﾠearning ﾠtheir ﾠincomes ﾠmainly ﾠfrom ﾠagriculture ﾠ
(about ﾠ69 ﾠpercenƚͿ͘hW͛ƐĞĐŽŶŽŵǇĂůƐŽĚĞƉĞŶĚĞĚƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇŽŶĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĂďŽƵƚϳϱƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨ
its ﾠrural ﾠpopulation ﾠwas ﾠengaged ﾠin ﾠit. ﾠ ﾠThough ﾠpopulation ﾠengaged ﾠin ﾠagriculture ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠmore ﾠ
than ﾠeleven ﾠpercentage ﾠpoints ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05, ﾠstill ﾠagriculture ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠpredominant ﾠ
employment ﾠ(about ﾠsixty-ﾭ‐four ﾠpercent ﾠof ﾠpopulation) ﾠhere. ﾠAgriculture ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠcharacterized ﾠ
by ﾠsmall ﾠfarm ﾠsize, ﾠlabour ﾠintensive ﾠmethods ﾠand ﾠlargely ﾠdependence ﾠon ﾠmonsoon ﾠrains. ﾠAll ﾠthis ﾠ
makes ﾠit ﾠdifficult ﾠfor ﾠmost ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠfarmers ﾠand ﾠespecially ﾠfor ﾠagricultural ﾠlabour ﾠto ﾠescape ﾠpoverty. ﾠIn ﾠ
line ﾠwith ﾠargument ﾠare ﾠthe ﾠHCR ﾠfigures ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠagricultural ﾠlabour ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠ(table ﾠA1.6). ﾠ
They ﾠhave ﾠbeen ﾠalso ﾠthe ﾠfarthest ﾠfrom ﾠthe ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠduring ﾠboth ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ
 ﾠ
The ﾠincidence, ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠwere ﾠhighest ﾠamong ﾠAgricultural ﾠLabour ﾠ(64%, ﾠ
19%,7% ﾠrespectively) ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠOther ﾠLabour ﾠ(53%, ﾠ13% ﾠand ﾠ5% ﾠrespectively) ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠSelf-ﾭ‐
Employed ﾠin ﾠNon-ﾭ‐Agriculture ﾠ(SENA) ﾠhad ﾠthe ﾠthird ﾠhighest ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠ(45%) ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠ
Self-ﾭ‐Employed ﾠin ﾠAgriculture ﾠ(SEA) ﾠand ﾠOthers ﾠwith ﾠHCR ﾠof ﾠ37% ﾠand ﾠ28% ﾠrespectively. ﾠPoverty ﾠgap ﾠ
and ﾠseverity ﾠfollowed ﾠa ﾠsimilar ﾠpattern ﾠto ﾠHCR. ﾠ
 ﾠ
During ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05, ﾠ all ﾠ occupational ﾠ classes ﾠ registered ﾠa ﾠ decline ﾠ in ﾠ poverty ﾠ but ﾠthe ﾠ relative ﾠ
ranking ﾠin ﾠHCR ﾠremained ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠas ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠAgricultural ﾠLabour ﾠwere ﾠstill ﾠthe ﾠgroup ﾠwith ﾠthe ﾠ
highest ﾠ poverty ﾠ indices ﾠ though ﾠ it ﾠ witnessed ﾠ a ﾠ 13% ﾠ decline ﾠ in ﾠ HCR ﾠ from ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠ The ﾠ highest ﾠ
percentage ﾠdecline ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠexhibited ﾠby ﾠOthers ﾠ(30%) ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠSEA ﾠ(28%) ﾠand ﾠ
SENA ﾠ(23%) ﾠwhereas ﾠthe ﾠleast ﾠdecline ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠshown ﾠby ﾠOther ﾠLabour. ﾠThus, ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠlabour ﾠ
classes ﾠ(agricultural+other) ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠrampant ﾠand ﾠresistive ﾠto ﾠchange ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ
Table ﾠ25 ﾠshows ﾠthe ﾠsubgroup ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠfor ﾠindividuals ﾠin ﾠvarious ﾠoccupations. ﾠAgricultural ﾠlabour ﾠ
had ﾠ the ﾠ highest ﾠ sub-ﾭ‐group ﾠ poverty ﾠ risk ﾠ during ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ clearly ﾠ indicating ﾠ that ﾠ it ﾠ was ﾠ sharing ﾠ
proportionaƚĞůǇŵŽƌĞŽĨhW͛ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůƉŽǀĞƌƚǇƚŚĂŶŝƚƐƐŚĂƌĞǁĂƐŝŶhW͛ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚŝƐĨĂĐƚ
is ﾠalso ﾠin ﾠconsonance ﾠwith ﾠa ﾠvery ﾠhigh ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠamong ﾠthis ﾠclass. ﾠThe ﾠmatter ﾠof ﾠconcern ﾠis ﾠ
that ﾠthis ﾠrisk ﾠhas ﾠfurther ﾠincreased ﾠby ﾠ19% ﾠduring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠSimilarly, ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠnext ﾠpoorest ﾠclass, ﾠi.e., ﾠ28 ﾠ
 ﾠ
the ﾠOther ﾠlabour ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠnot ﾠonly ﾠvery ﾠhigh ﾠbut ﾠhas ﾠalso ﾠincreased ﾠby ﾠ12% ﾠduring ﾠ
2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠAll ﾠother ﾠoccupational ﾠclasses ﾠhave ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk. ﾠThus, ﾠ
poverty ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠconcentrating ﾠitself ﾠinto ﾠlabour ﾠclasses, ﾠbe ﾠit ﾠagricultural ﾠlabour ﾠor ﾠother ﾠlabour. ﾠ
Highest ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠshown ﾠby ﾠOthers ﾠlike ﾠtheir ﾠperformance ﾠin ﾠreducing ﾠHCR. ﾠ
3.15. ﾠLivelihood ﾠand ﾠPoverty ﾠin ﾠUrban ﾠSector: ﾠ
Considerably ﾠhigher ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠpeople ﾠwas ﾠself-ﾭ‐employed ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠthan ﾠwas ﾠ
average ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠ(Table ﾠA1.7). ﾠThe ﾠnumber ﾠof ﾠregular ﾠwage/salary ﾠearners ﾠwas ﾠmuch ﾠhigher ﾠfor ﾠ
all-ﾭ‐India ﾠaverage ﾠthan ﾠfor ﾠUP. ﾠThe ﾠsituation ﾠalmost ﾠreversed ﾠduring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠwhen ﾠUP ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ
marginal ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠself-ﾭ‐employed ﾠwhile ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠwitness ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠand ﾠfor ﾠregular ﾠ
wage/salary ﾠearners, ﾠUP ﾠsaw ﾠa ﾠmarginal ﾠincrease ﾠwhile ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠexperienced ﾠa ﾠdecline. ﾠThus, ﾠthe ﾠfirst ﾠ
two ﾠoccupation ﾠclasses ﾠhave ﾠalways ﾠaccounted ﾠfor ﾠabout ﾠϴϱƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨhW͛ƐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞǇ
accounted ﾠfor ﾠabout ﾠ80 ﾠpercent ﾠof ﾠoccupation ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠ
Casual ﾠ labour ﾠ was ﾠ the ﾠ group ﾠ with ﾠ highest ﾠ poverty ﾠ incidence ﾠ (67%) ﾠ followed ﾠ by ﾠ Self-ﾭ‐
Employed ﾠ(41%), ﾠOthers ﾠ(28%) ﾠand ﾠRegular ﾠWage/Salary ﾠEarners ﾠ(RWSE) ﾠwith ﾠHCR ﾠof ﾠ18% ﾠduring ﾠ
1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠThese ﾠranks ﾠremained ﾠunchanged ﾠduring ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠalso. ﾠIt ﾠis ﾠworth ﾠmentioning ﾠthat ﾠthough ﾠ
the ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠdeclined ﾠin ﾠall ﾠoccupation ﾠclasses, ﾠit ﾠincreased ﾠby ﾠ17% ﾠin ﾠRWSE. ﾠEven ﾠwithin ﾠ
RWSE, ﾠthough ﾠthe ﾠHCR ﾠhas ﾠincreased, ﾠthe ﾠdepth ﾠand ﾠseverity ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠ10% ﾠand ﾠ
28% ﾠrespectively ﾠfrom ﾠwhat ﾠthey ﾠwere ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠThe ﾠFig. ﾠ7 ﾠdepicts ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠindices ﾠ
for ﾠvarious ﾠoccupation ﾠgroups ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐04 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ




































Fig. ﾠ7: ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠFGTs ﾠacross ﾠOccupations: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05
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During ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠthe ﾠcasual ﾠlabours ﾠwere ﾠaccounting ﾠfor ﾠ85% ﾠmore ﾠshare ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠthan ﾠ
their ﾠshare ﾠof ﾠpopulation ﾠand ﾠthus ﾠhad ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠ(Table ﾠA1.7). ﾠThe ﾠself-ﾭ‐
employed ﾠfaced ﾠthe ﾠsecond ﾠhighest ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠthough ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠonly ﾠ13% ﾠhigher ﾠthan ﾠwhat ﾠtheir ﾠshare ﾠ
in ﾠpopulation ﾠwarranted. ﾠThe ﾠother ﾠtwo ﾠoccupational ﾠclasses ﾠhad ﾠa ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠbelow ﾠthe ﾠnorm. ﾠIn ﾠ
2004-ﾭ‐05, ﾠpoverty ﾠrisk ﾠdeclined ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠall ﾠoccupation ﾠclasses ﾠbut ﾠRWSE ﾠwhere ﾠit ﾠincreased ﾠby ﾠ41% ﾠof ﾠ
its ﾠvalue ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠ ﾠ
3.17. ﾠInequality: ﾠ
Table ﾠA2.4a ﾠand ﾠA2.4b ﾠdepict ﾠsub-ﾭ‐group ﾠdecomposition ﾠof ﾠinequality ﾠoccupation ﾠwise ﾠfor ﾠ
rural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠUP. ﾠIn ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠOthers ﾠhad ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠinequality ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠthat ﾠfurther ﾠ
increased ﾠby ﾠabout ﾠ86 ﾠ% ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠInequality ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠleast ﾠin ﾠOther ﾠLabour ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠConsidering ﾠ
the ﾠhigh ﾠpoverty ﾠgap ﾠfor ﾠthis ﾠclass, ﾠit ﾠseems ﾠthis ﾠclass ﾠwas ﾠmore ﾠor ﾠless ﾠhomogenously ﾠpoor. ﾠBut ﾠthis ﾠ
class ﾠregistered ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠby ﾠ42 ﾠ% ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠand ﾠno ﾠlonger ﾠremains ﾠas ﾠhomogenous ﾠ
as ﾠit ﾠwas ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠThe ﾠsecond ﾠleast ﾠunequal ﾠoccupational ﾠclass ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠwas ﾠAgricultural ﾠLabour ﾠ
and ﾠit ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠby ﾠ10 ﾠ%. ﾠThis ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠthe ﾠonly ﾠoccupational ﾠclass ﾠthat ﾠ
registered ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas. ﾠInequality ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠOthers ﾠclass ﾠin ﾠ
urban ﾠUP ﾠduring ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠSelf-ﾭ‐employed ﾠclass. ﾠWhile ﾠthe ﾠfarmer ﾠwitnessed ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠ
inequality, ﾠthe ﾠlater ﾠregistered ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠof ﾠ76 ﾠ% ﾠto ﾠbecome ﾠthe ﾠgroup ﾠwith ﾠsecond ﾠhighest ﾠincome ﾠ
inequality. ﾠ ﾠ
In ﾠUrban ﾠUP, ﾠinequality ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠleast ﾠin ﾠCasual ﾠLabour ﾠand ﾠit ﾠdeclined ﾠfurther ﾠby ﾠ6% ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐
05. ﾠRegular ﾠwage/salary ﾠearners ﾠsaw ﾠan ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠof ﾠabout ﾠ42 ﾠ%. ﾠAnother ﾠgroup ﾠto ﾠ
undergo ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠwas ﾠOthers ﾠ(14%). ﾠBoth ﾠSE ﾠand ﾠRWSE ﾠhad ﾠhigher ﾠinequalities ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐
94 ﾠthan ﾠOthers ﾠand ﾠit ﾠfurther ﾠaccentuated ﾠby ﾠ57% ﾠand ﾠ36% ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThus, ﾠwhile ﾠtwo ﾠoccupational ﾠ
groups ﾠwitnessed ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠinequality, ﾠtwo ﾠother ﾠgroups ﾠregistered ﾠan ﾠincrease. ﾠSince ﾠthe ﾠincreases ﾠ
percentages ﾠare ﾠhigh ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠbase ﾠvalues ﾠwere ﾠalso ﾠhigh, ﾠit ﾠimplies ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠincreased ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠ
UP. ﾠThe ﾠFig. ﾠ8 ﾠshows ﾠthe ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠinequality ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠ30 ﾠ
 ﾠ
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Decomposition ﾠ of ﾠ total ﾠ inequality ﾠ across ﾠ occupational ﾠ classes ﾠ into ﾠ within-ﾭ‐group ﾠ and ﾠ
between-ﾭ‐groups ﾠ components ﾠ reveals ﾠ that ﾠ inequality ﾠ within ﾠ occupational ﾠ classes ﾠ has ﾠ been ﾠ rising ﾠ
during ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠi.e. ﾠheterogeneity ﾠof ﾠincome/consumption ﾠis ﾠincreasing ﾠwithin ﾠoccupational ﾠclasses ﾠ
(see ﾠTable ﾠA4.3). ﾠThe ﾠbetween-ﾭ‐groups ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠdecreasing ﾠover ﾠyears, ﾠmore ﾠso ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠ
UP. ﾠAnother ﾠnoteworthy ﾠpoint ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94, ﾠthe ﾠinter-ﾭ‐group ﾠdifference ﾠin ﾠincome/consumption ﾠ
was ﾠmuch ﾠmore ﾠpronounced ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠareas ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠareas. ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
Decomposition ﾠof ﾠtotal ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠpoverty ﾠinto ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠredistribution ﾠcomponents ﾠ
for ﾠeach ﾠoccupation ﾠclass ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠpresented ﾠin ﾠTable ﾠA5.4a. ﾠSENA ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠwitnessed ﾠ10.32% ﾠchange ﾠ
in ﾠtotal ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠ47.65% ﾠof ﾠthis ﾠchange ﾠcame ﾠfrom ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠwhile ﾠ37.33% ﾠcame ﾠ
from ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠincome. ﾠCorresponding ﾠchange ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠrural ﾠis ﾠlower ﾠthan ﾠUP ﾠat ﾠ
8.76% ﾠ and ﾠ 43.65% ﾠof ﾠ this ﾠ change ﾠ can ﾠ be ﾠ attributed ﾠ to ﾠ change ﾠ in ﾠmean ﾠ income ﾠ and ﾠ 34.89% ﾠto ﾠ
distributional ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠincome. ﾠThus, ﾠfor ﾠSENA ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠchanges ﾠin ﾠtotal ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠgrowth ﾠand ﾠ
redistribution ﾠ components ﾠ have ﾠ been ﾠ higher ﾠ than ﾠ all-ﾭ‐India. ﾠ Agricultural ﾠ labour ﾠ registered ﾠ higher ﾠ
decline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠthan ﾠUP ﾠmost ﾠof ﾠwhich ﾠcame ﾠfrom ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠ
(48.95% ﾠfor ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠ47.66% ﾠfor ﾠUP) ﾠand ﾠlower ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠincome ﾠdistribution ﾠ(38.57% ﾠfor ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠ
39.20% ﾠfor ﾠUP). ﾠThis ﾠindicates ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠplight ﾠof ﾠAgricultural ﾠlabour ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠnot ﾠas ﾠgood ﾠas ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠ
For ﾠOther ﾠlabour ﾠclass, ﾠpoverty ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠ(9.29%) ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠmuch ﾠhigher ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ(4.02%). ﾠ
The ﾠlower ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠattributed ﾠto ﾠa ﾠlower ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠand ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠ
change ﾠin ﾠdistribution ﾠcomponent ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠBoth ﾠSelf-ﾭ‐employed ﾠin ﾠagriculture ﾠand ﾠ
Others ﾠhave ﾠshown ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠand ﾠthis ﾠis ﾠmainly ﾠbecause ﾠa ﾠ
























Fig. ﾠ8: ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠInequality ﾠ(T) ﾠacross ﾠOccupations: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠto ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐0531 ﾠ
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The ﾠdecomposition ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠUrban ﾠUP ﾠand ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠis ﾠshown ﾠin ﾠTable ﾠA5.4b. ﾠIn ﾠ
case ﾠof ﾠSelf-ﾭ‐Employed, ﾠpoverty ﾠchange ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠmarginally ﾠhigher ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠthan ﾠfor ﾠUP, ﾠthe ﾠ
reason ﾠbeing ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠdistribution ﾠof ﾠincome ﾠfor ﾠUP. ﾠSituation ﾠis ﾠsimilar ﾠin ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠRegular ﾠ
Wage/Salary ﾠ Earners ﾠ mainly ﾠ due ﾠ to ﾠ a ﾠ lower ﾠ increase ﾠ in ﾠ mean ﾠ income ﾠ and ﾠ higher ﾠ change ﾠ in ﾠ
redistribution ﾠcomponent. ﾠCasual ﾠlabour ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠonly ﾠoccupational ﾠclass ﾠthat ﾠhas ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠhigher ﾠ
decline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠfor ﾠUP ﾠthan ﾠfor ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠThe ﾠreason ﾠis ﾠa ﾠmuch ﾠhigher ﾠrise ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠincome ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ
relative ﾠto ﾠall-ﾭ‐India ﾠand ﾠconsiderably ﾠlower ﾠchange ﾠin ﾠincome ﾠdistribution. ﾠUP ﾠwitnessed ﾠconsiderably ﾠ
lower ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠfor ﾠOthers ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠmain ﾠreason ﾠfor ﾠit ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠa ﾠlower ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠmean ﾠ
income ﾠthan ﾠin ﾠall-ﾭ‐India. ﾠ ﾠ
Tables ﾠA6.4a ﾠand ﾠA6.4b ﾠpresent ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠultra ﾠand ﾠpossible ﾠpoor ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠand ﾠurban ﾠUP ﾠ
respectively. ﾠThe ﾠexistence ﾠof ﾠultra-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠhighest ﾠin ﾠAgricultural ﾠLabour ﾠ(43%) ﾠ
during ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠthough ﾠit ﾠdeclined ﾠby ﾠabout ﾠ37% ﾠover ﾠyears ﾠ(Table ﾠ33). ﾠThe ﾠmaximum ﾠdecline ﾠhas ﾠ
been ﾠregistered ﾠby ﾠOthers ﾠ(52%), ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠSENA ﾠ(49%) ﾠand ﾠSEA ﾠ(46%). ﾠPossible ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠ
registered ﾠ increase ﾠ for ﾠ all ﾠ occupation ﾠ classes ﾠ except ﾠ Other ﾠ Labour ﾠ and ﾠ Others. ﾠ The ﾠ maximum ﾠ
increase ﾠfrom ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠhas ﾠoccurred ﾠin ﾠSENA ﾠ(15%) ﾠfollowed ﾠby ﾠSEA ﾠ(11%). ﾠIn ﾠurban ﾠUP, ﾠcasual ﾠlabour ﾠ
was ﾠthe ﾠgroup ﾠwith ﾠhighest ﾠconcentration ﾠof ﾠultra ﾠpoverty ﾠ(57%) ﾠbut ﾠit ﾠunderwent ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠby ﾠabout ﾠ
17 ﾠ%age ﾠpoints ﾠto ﾠbecome ﾠ36% ﾠin ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠThis ﾠchange ﾠby ﾠabout ﾠ31% ﾠwas ﾠthe ﾠhighest ﾠexhibited ﾠby ﾠ
any ﾠoccupation ﾠgroup ﾠin ﾠurban ﾠUP. ﾠAll ﾠother ﾠgroups ﾠalso ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠdecline ﾠin ﾠultra ﾠpoverty ﾠin ﾠrange ﾠ
of ﾠ12 ﾠto ﾠ15% ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠvalues ﾠin ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94. ﾠIn ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠpossible ﾠpoor, ﾠonly ﾠone ﾠgroup ﾠ(RWSE) ﾠregistered ﾠa ﾠ
decline ﾠby ﾠ31%. ﾠRest ﾠof ﾠoccupation ﾠgroups ﾠwitnessed ﾠincreased ﾠincidence ﾠof ﾠpossible ﾠpoverty ﾠand ﾠ
highest ﾠincrease ﾠwas ﾠin ﾠcasual ﾠlabour ﾠ(by ﾠ69%). ﾠ
4.1. ﾠWorking ﾠof ﾠSGSY ﾠin ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh: ﾠVoices ﾠfrom ﾠField: ﾠ
This ﾠ section ﾠ attempts ﾠ to ﾠ give ﾠ some ﾠ overview ﾠ of ﾠ functioning ﾠ of ﾠ Swarnajayanti ﾠ Gram ﾠ
Swarozgar ﾠYojana ﾠ(SGSY) ﾠin ﾠtwo ﾠdevelopment ﾠblocks ﾠin ﾠDistrict ﾠJaunpur ﾠof ﾠEastern ﾠUP. ﾠThis ﾠstudy ﾠwas ﾠ
undertaken ﾠduring ﾠMay-ﾭ‐ƵŐƵƐƚ͕ϮϬϬϲĂŶĚǁĂƐƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŽĨƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛ƐPhD ﾠthesis ﾠwork. ﾠThe ﾠ
development ﾠ blocks ﾠ chosen ﾠ were ﾠ Mariahu ﾠ and ﾠ Ramnagar. ﾠ Mariahu ﾠ block ﾠ consists ﾠ of ﾠ 12 ﾠ Nyay ﾠ
panchayats ﾠ(NP) ﾠand ﾠwe ﾠselected ﾠ7 ﾠof ﾠthem ﾠto ﾠstudy. ﾠTotal ﾠ16 ﾠvillages ﾠwere ﾠselected ﾠrandomly ﾠfrom ﾠ
these ﾠ7 ﾠNPs ﾠin ﾠMariahu ﾠblock. ﾠSimilarly, ﾠRamnagar ﾠblock ﾠconsists ﾠof ﾠ12 ﾠNPs ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠstudy ﾠchose ﾠ6 ﾠout ﾠ
of ﾠthem. ﾠTotal ﾠ16 ﾠvillages ﾠwere ﾠchosen ﾠfrom ﾠthese ﾠ6 ﾠNPs ﾠin ﾠRamanagar ﾠblock. ﾠThe ﾠdesign ﾠof ﾠstudy ﾠ
was ﾠquasi-ﾭ‐experimental. ﾠWe ﾠchose ﾠone ﾠTreatment ﾠGroup ﾠand ﾠone ﾠComparison ﾠGroup ﾠin ﾠeach ﾠblock. ﾠ
The ﾠtreatment ﾠgroup ﾠconsisted ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠbeneficiaries ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠSGSY ﾠin ﾠthat ﾠblock ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠcomparison ﾠ
group ﾠwas ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠbelow ﾠpoverty ﾠline ﾠpeople ﾠnot ﾠincluded ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠprogramme. ﾠThough ﾠwe ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠ
adopt ﾠas ﾠscientific ﾠand ﾠrigourous ﾠprocedures ﾠof ﾠselecting ﾠthe ﾠsample, ﾠthe ﾠsetup ﾠsuch ﾠa ﾠstudy ﾠitself ﾠ32 ﾠ
 ﾠ
posits ﾠproblems. ﾠData ﾠwas ﾠcollected ﾠfor ﾠtwo ﾠtime ﾠperiods, ﾠ1999 ﾠand ﾠ2006 ﾠand ﾠrecall ﾠmethod ﾠwas ﾠ
used ﾠto ﾠget ﾠdata ﾠfor ﾠ1999. ﾠAs ﾠexpected ﾠthe ﾠdata ﾠcame ﾠout ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠstatistically ﾠnon-ﾭ‐normal ﾠand ﾠthus ﾠwe ﾠ
prefer ﾠto ﾠuse ﾠnon-ﾭ‐parametric ﾠtests ﾠon ﾠthe ﾠdata. ﾠMann-ﾭ‐Whitney ﾠand ﾠWilcoxon ﾠtest ﾠwere ﾠused ﾠunder ﾠ
double-ﾭ‐difference ﾠ of ﾠ means ﾠ design ﾠ to ﾠ check ﾠ the ﾠ statistical ﾠ significance ﾠ of ﾠ change ﾠ in ﾠ household ﾠ
incomes ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠtreatment ﾠ(SHG) ﾠand ﾠcomparison ﾠgroups. ﾠ
4.2. ﾠThe ﾠScheme: ﾠSGSY ﾠ
Puzzled ﾠ by ﾠ lacklustre ﾠ performance ﾠ of ﾠ almost ﾠ all ﾠ anti-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠ programmes ﾠ the ﾠ Planning ﾠ
Commission ﾠsetup ﾠa ﾠcommittee ﾠunder ﾠchairmanship ﾠof ﾠProf. ﾠHashim ﾠto ﾠsuggested ﾠway ﾠout ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠ
impasse. ﾠ On ﾠ the ﾠ recommendation ﾠ of ﾠ this ﾠ committee, ﾠ all ﾠ rural ﾠ self-ﾭ‐employment ﾠ anti-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠ
programmes ﾠ were ﾠ brought ﾠ under ﾠ one ﾠ umbrella, ﾠthe ﾠ SGSY. ﾠ Similarly, ﾠ all ﾠ rural ﾠ wage-ﾭ‐employment ﾠ
programmes ﾠwere ﾠclubbed ﾠto ﾠform ﾠthe ﾠJawahar ﾠGram ﾠSamridhi ﾠYojana. ﾠSGSY ﾠwas ﾠlaunched ﾠon ﾠApril ﾠ
1, ﾠ1999, ﾠand ﾠit ﾠis ﾠa ﾠreformulated ﾠversion ﾠof ﾠIRDP. ﾠSGSY ﾠis ﾠformed ﾠby ﾠmerging ﾠIRDP, ﾠDWCRA, ﾠTRYSEM, ﾠ
SITRA, ﾠGKY ﾠand ﾠMWS
11. ﾠIt ﾠis ﾠa ﾠholistic ﾠprogramme ﾠfor ﾠpoverty ﾠalleviation ﾠunlike ﾠIRDP. ﾠSGSY ﾠprovides ﾠ
the ﾠpoor ﾠwith ﾠmicro ﾠfinance. ﾠMicro ﾠcredit ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠsmall ﾠloan ﾠforwarded ﾠto ﾠthe ﾠpoor. ﾠMicro ﾠfinance ﾠ
includes ﾠsupport ﾠservices ﾠalong ﾠwith ﾠthe ﾠloan ﾠcomponent ﾠ(Pathak ﾠ& ﾠPant, ﾠ2007). ﾠMicro ﾠfinance ﾠand ﾠ
micro ﾠcredit ﾠhas ﾠreversed ﾠthe ﾠview ﾠthat ﾠpoor ﾠare ﾠnon-ﾭ‐bankable. ﾠThe ﾠprogramme ﾠfocuses ﾠon ﾠGroup ﾠ
approach ﾠand ﾠtraining ﾠis ﾠan ﾠindispensible ﾠpart ﾠof ﾠit. ﾠ ﾠ
4.3. ﾠFindings ﾠfrom ﾠthe ﾠField: ﾠ
The ﾠ study ﾠ could ﾠ not ﾠ find ﾠ any ﾠ statistically ﾠ significant ﾠ change ﾠ in ﾠ household ﾠ income ﾠ of ﾠ
treatment ﾠ(SHG) ﾠand ﾠcomparison ﾠ(Non-ﾭ‐SHG) ﾠgroups ﾠin ﾠboth ﾠdevelopment ﾠblocks ﾠ(Pathak ﾠ& ﾠPant, ﾠ
2007; ﾠPathak ﾠ& ﾠPant, ﾠ2008). ﾠThe ﾠplausible ﾠreasons ﾠcited ﾠwere ﾠlack ﾠof ﾠproper ﾠtraining, ﾠemphasis ﾠon ﾠ
individual ﾠ rather ﾠ than ﾠ group ﾠ approach, ﾠ wide ﾠ spread ﾠ corruption ﾠ in ﾠ block ﾠ officials ﾠ as ﾠ well ﾠ as ﾠ
beneficiaries, ﾠnon-ﾭ‐existent ﾠassets ﾠ(either ﾠnot ﾠcreated ﾠat ﾠall ﾠor ﾠdispersed ﾠoff ﾠlater), ﾠimproper ﾠselection ﾠ
of ﾠprogramme ﾠbeneficiaries ﾠin, ﾠlack ﾠof ﾠawareness ﾠabout ﾠthe ﾠprogramme. ﾠAs ﾠa ﾠproxy ﾠfor ﾠawareness ﾠ
and ﾠinvolvement ﾠof ﾠbeneficiaries, ﾠthey ﾠwere ﾠasked ﾠto ﾠtell ﾠthe ﾠname ﾠand ﾠyear ﾠof ﾠformation ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠ
SHG. ﾠShockingly, ﾠ16% ﾠcould ﾠnot ﾠtell ﾠthe ﾠname ﾠof ﾠSHG ﾠand ﾠ32% ﾠcould ﾠnot ﾠtell ﾠthe ﾠyear ﾠof ﾠformation ﾠof ﾠ
the ﾠSHG ﾠin ﾠMariahu ﾠblock. ﾠThese ﾠfigures ﾠwere ﾠ22% ﾠand ﾠ28% ﾠrespectively ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠRamnagar ﾠblock. ﾠAll ﾠ
these ﾠfactors ﾠhad ﾠcreated ﾠan ﾠenvironment ﾠof ﾠdistrust ﾠamong ﾠindividuals ﾠand ﾠa ﾠlarge ﾠproportion ﾠof ﾠ
respondents ﾠanswered ﾠin ﾠnegative ﾠon ﾠbeing ﾠinquired ﾠabout ﾠtheir ﾠwillingness ﾠto ﾠform ﾠSHGs ﾠin ﾠfuture. ﾠ
There ﾠwere ﾠplenty ﾠof ﾠcases ﾠthat ﾠshould ﾠhave ﾠbeen ﾠincluded ﾠin ﾠany ﾠSHG ﾠbeing ﾠformed ﾠin ﾠthat ﾠarea ﾠbut ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
11 ﾠIRDP ﾠ= ﾠIntegrated ﾠRural ﾠDevelopment ﾠProgramme; ﾠDWCRA ﾠ= ﾠDevelopment ﾠof ﾠWomen ﾠand ﾠChildren ﾠin ﾠRural ﾠ
Areas; ﾠTRYSEM ﾠ= ﾠTraining ﾠof ﾠRural ﾠYouth ﾠfor ﾠSelf-ﾭ‐Employment; ﾠSITRA ﾠ= ﾠSupply ﾠof ﾠImproved ﾠToolkits ﾠto ﾠRural ﾠ
Artisans; ﾠGKY ﾠ= ﾠGanga ﾠKalyan ﾠYojana; ﾠMWS ﾠ= ﾠMillion ﾠWells ﾠScheme. ﾠ33 ﾠ
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they ﾠcould ﾠnot ﾠas ﾠthe ﾠfacilitator ﾠdid ﾠnot ﾠcare ﾠto ﾠtake ﾠthem ﾠunder ﾠSHG. ﾠThere ﾠwere ﾠeven ﾠmore ﾠcases ﾠ
of ﾠfraudulent ﾠentry ﾠin ﾠSHGs. ﾠIt ﾠwas ﾠfound ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠaverage ﾠhousehold ﾠincome ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠSHG ﾠgroup ﾠwas ﾠ
higher ﾠthan ﾠthat ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠNon-ﾭ‐SHG ﾠgroup. ﾠ
Table ﾠ5: ﾠResponses ﾠfrom ﾠSome ﾠSHGs ﾠunder ﾠSGSY ﾠ
 ﾠ Mariahu ﾠBlock ﾠ Ramnagar ﾠBlock ﾠ
No ﾠTraining ﾠ 64% ﾠ 74% ﾠ
Individual ﾠActivity ﾠ 76% ﾠ 75% ﾠ
Asset ﾠ 42% ﾠ 60% ﾠ
Non-ﾭ‐Transparent ﾠSelection ﾠ 12% ﾠ 12% ﾠ
Could ﾠnot ﾠTell ﾠSHG-ﾭ‐Name ﾠ 18% ﾠ 22% ﾠ
Could ﾠnot ﾠTell ﾠYear ﾠof ﾠformation ﾠ 32% ﾠ 28% ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ Source: ﾠField ﾠSurvey ﾠ
SGSY ﾠis ﾠnot ﾠa ﾠtale ﾠof ﾠall ﾠblack. ﾠThere ﾠare ﾠsome ﾠpatches ﾠof ﾠwhite ﾠalso. ﾠThis ﾠscheme ﾠhas ﾠmade ﾠcheap ﾠ
credit ﾠavailable ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠpoor. ﾠThey ﾠclaim ﾠthis ﾠhas ﾠadded ﾠto ﾠtheir ﾠdignity ﾠas ﾠthey ﾠneed ﾠnot ﾠgo ﾠto ﾠvillage ﾠ
money ﾠ lenders ﾠ any ﾠ more ﾠ or ﾠ at ﾠ least ﾠ frequently. ﾠ This ﾠ also ﾠ indicates ﾠ that ﾠ had ﾠ the ﾠ scheme ﾠ
operationalised ﾠproperly, ﾠit ﾠcould ﾠhave ﾠmade ﾠdent ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠproblem ﾠalso ﾠas ﾠit ﾠis ﾠdoing ﾠin ﾠsouthern ﾠ
states ﾠof ﾠIndia. ﾠ
A ﾠfield-ﾭ‐survey ﾠwas ﾠconducted ﾠin ﾠAmethi ﾠ(UP) ﾠfor ﾠstudying ﾠthe ﾠRajiv ﾠGandhi ﾠMahila ﾠVikas ﾠ
Pariyojana ﾠ(RGMVP)
12 ﾠduring ﾠDecember, ﾠ2009 ﾠto ﾠJanuary, ﾠ2010. ﾠThis ﾠscheme ﾠis ﾠsimilar ﾠto ﾠSGSY ﾠin ﾠ
that ﾠit ﾠis ﾠa ﾠmicro ﾠfinance ﾠscheme ﾠand ﾠforms ﾠSHGs. ﾠIt ﾠdiffers ﾠfrom ﾠSGSY ﾠmainly ﾠin ﾠthat ﾠit ﾠdoes ﾠnot ﾠhave ﾠ
a ﾠsubsidy ﾠcomponent ﾠunlike ﾠthe ﾠformer ﾠand ﾠin ﾠthat ﾠSHGs ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠonly ﾠof ﾠwomen. ﾠRGMVP ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠ
flagship ﾠscheme ﾠfor ﾠpoverty ﾠalleviation ﾠby ﾠthe ﾠRajiv ﾠGandhi ﾠCharitable ﾠTrust ﾠ(RGCT). ﾠThe ﾠresearcher ﾠ
was ﾠsurprised ﾠto ﾠfind ﾠthat ﾠsome ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠwomen ﾠwho ﾠformed ﾠthe ﾠvery ﾠfirst ﾠSHG ﾠunder ﾠthe ﾠRGMVP ﾠ
were ﾠable ﾠto ﾠtell ﾠthe ﾠdate ﾠof ﾠformation ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠSHG. ﾠThis ﾠshows ﾠtheir ﾠinvolvement ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠSHG-ﾭ‐
activity. ﾠOn ﾠbeing ﾠinquired ﾠwhether ﾠthey ﾠlove ﾠtheir ﾠSHG ﾠand ﾠare ﾠthere ﾠany ﾠbenefit ﾠfrom ﾠit, ﾠsome ﾠ
ǁŽŵĞŶďĞĐĂŵĞĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂůĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞĚ͕͞Samuh ﾠhamara ﾠbeta ﾠhai. ﾠAgar ﾠbaki ﾠbete ﾠdhokha ﾠde ﾠ
denge ﾠtab ﾠbhee ﾠham ﾠiske ﾠsahare ﾠjindaagee ﾠkaat ﾠlenge. ﾠ(The ﾠSHG ﾠis ﾠour ﾠSon. ﾠThis ﾠwill ﾠsupport ﾠus ﾠeven ﾠ
if ﾠother ﾠsons ﾠditch ﾠus)͟. ﾠThis ﾠshows ﾠthe ﾠattachment ﾠthat ﾠis ﾠneeded ﾠfor ﾠany ﾠintervention ﾠto ﾠsucceed. ﾠ
The ﾠnoteworthy ﾠpoint ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠsince ﾠRGMVP ﾠis ﾠa ﾠscheme ﾠby ﾠRGCT, ﾠthe ﾠstate ﾠgovernment ﾠoffers ﾠno ﾠ
support ﾠto ﾠit. ﾠOn ﾠthe ﾠother ﾠhand, ﾠSGSY ﾠis ﾠa ﾠfully ﾠsupported ﾠscheme ﾠby ﾠboth ﾠthe ﾠCenter ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠState ﾠ
but ﾠhas ﾠfailed ﾠto ﾠmake ﾠany ﾠimpressive ﾠdent ﾠin ﾠproblem ﾠof ﾠpoverty. ﾠ ﾠ
Another ﾠexample ﾠof ﾠfailure ﾠin ﾠimplementation ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠPublic ﾠDistribution ﾠSystem ﾠ(PDS) ﾠwhich ﾠ
is ﾠmean ﾠto ﾠbe ﾠa ﾠsafety ﾠnet ﾠfor ﾠthe ﾠpoor ﾠand ﾠdeprived ﾠsection ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠsociety. ﾠThere ﾠare ﾠseveral ﾠstudies ﾠ
on ﾠPDS ﾠhighlighted ﾠvarious ﾠaspects ﾠof ﾠshortcomings ﾠ(Dev, ﾠM.S. ﾠ& ﾠSuryanarayana, ﾠM.H., ﾠ1991). ﾠThe ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
12 ﾠA ﾠcomparative ﾠstudy ﾠof ﾠSGSY ﾠand ﾠRGMVP ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠundertaken ﾠin ﾠa ﾠcompanion ﾠpaper. ﾠ34 ﾠ
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present ﾠpaper ﾠtried ﾠa ﾠvery ﾠsimple ﾠexercise ﾠwith ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐61
st ﾠRound ﾠdata. ﾠWe ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠsee ﾠhow ﾠmany ﾠof ﾠ
ultra ﾠpoor, ﾠpoor ﾠand ﾠpossible ﾠpoor ﾠhave ﾠa ﾠration ﾠcard ﾠand ﾠwhether ﾠit ﾠis ﾠan ﾠAntyodya ﾠcard, ﾠBPL ﾠcard ﾠor ﾠ
some ﾠother ﾠcard. ﾠData ﾠshows ﾠthat ﾠonly ﾠabout ﾠ83% ﾠof ﾠultra ﾠpoor ﾠin ﾠrural ﾠUP ﾠhad ﾠa ﾠration ﾠcard ﾠwhile ﾠin ﾠ
urban ﾠUP, ﾠthis ﾠfigure ﾠwas ﾠ84%. ﾠThese ﾠnumber ﾠare ﾠmore ﾠor ﾠless ﾠfor ﾠall ﾠthree ﾠcategories ﾠof ﾠpoor ﾠunder ﾠ
consideration ﾠ(Table ﾠ A7.1). ﾠ A ﾠ simple ﾠ cross ﾠ tabulation ﾠ of ﾠ type ﾠ of ﾠ ration ﾠ card ﾠwith ﾠ average ﾠmpce ﾠ
showed ﾠstriking ﾠresults ﾠ(Table ﾠA7.2). ﾠIn ﾠrural ﾠUP, ﾠwhile ﾠthe ﾠleast ﾠmpce ﾠfor ﾠan ﾠAntyodaya ﾠcrad ﾠholder ﾠ
was ﾠabout ﾠ`147, ﾠthe ﾠmaximum ﾠMPCE ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠcard ﾠholder ﾠcategory ﾠwas ﾠabout ﾠ`2632. ﾠSimilar ﾠ
peculiarities ﾠcan ﾠbe ﾠobserved ﾠin ﾠall ﾠcard ﾠtypes. ﾠ
The ﾠgeneral ﾠattitude ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠgovernments ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠCentre ﾠand ﾠStates ﾠare ﾠalso ﾠvery ﾠlukewarm ﾠ
towards ﾠdevelopment ﾠinitiative. ﾠDev ﾠand ﾠMooij ﾠ(2002) ﾠmention ﾠan ﾠexample ﾠof ﾠhow ﾠgovernments ﾠ
cross ﾠfund ﾠthe ﾠdevelopment ﾠexpenditure. ﾠThe ﾠUnited ﾠFront ﾠgovernment ﾠlaunched ﾠa ﾠprogramme ﾠfor ﾠ
basic ﾠminimum ﾠservices ﾠ(BMS) ﾠin ﾠ1996-ﾭ‐97. ﾠThe ﾠexpenditure ﾠon ﾠBMS ﾠwas ﾠincreased ﾠfrom ﾠ`2466 ﾠcrore ﾠ
in ﾠ1996-ﾭ‐97 ﾠto ﾠ`4048 ﾠcrore ﾠin ﾠ1999-ﾭ‐2000. ﾠGovernment ﾠclaimed ﾠthat ﾠBMS ﾠwas ﾠan ﾠadditional ﾠallocation ﾠ
for ﾠsocial ﾠsector ﾠbut ﾠDev ﾠand ﾠMooij ﾠ(2002) ﾠdoubt ﾠthis ﾠand ﾠassert ﾠthat ﾠthis ﾠincreased ﾠexpenditure ﾠ ﾠfor ﾠ
BMS ﾠ was ﾠ possibly ﾠ financed ﾠ by ﾠ a ﾠ decreased ﾠ one ﾠon ﾠ rural ﾠ development. ﾠ The ﾠproblem ﾠwith ﾠ state ﾠ
governments ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠis ﾠeven ﾠmore ﾠsevere. ﾠ͞dŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵŽĨůŽǁĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽƐŽĐŝĂůŶĞĞĚƐŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ
ŽĨ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ŝƐ ĂŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚ ďǇ ŝŶĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ůĞǀĞů͟ ;Drèze ﾠ and ﾠ
'ĂǌĚĂƌ͕ϭϵϵϲ͕Ɖ͘ϵϯͿ͘dŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ͚ŝŶĞƌƚŝĂŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͛ƉƵƚĨŽƌƚŚďǇƌğǌĞĂŶĚ'ĂǌĚĂƌ
(1996) ﾠis ﾠstill ﾠvalid ﾠin ﾠUP. ﾠ The ﾠstate ﾠis ﾠa ﾠcase ﾠof ﾠgovernance ﾠ problems. ﾠWorld ﾠBank ﾠopines ﾠthat ﾠ
governance ﾠis ﾠthe ﾠway ﾠin ﾠwhich ﾠpower ﾠis ﾠexercised ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠmanagement ﾠof ﾠeconomic ﾠand ﾠsocial ﾠ
resources ﾠof ﾠa ﾠcountry, ﾠnotably ﾠwith ﾠthe ﾠaim ﾠof ﾠachieving ﾠdevelopment ﾠ(as ﾠcited ﾠin ﾠUP-ﾭ‐HDR, ﾠ2006). ﾠ
The ﾠlevel ﾠand ﾠpattern ﾠof ﾠexpenditure ﾠon ﾠsocial ﾠsector ﾠis ﾠan ﾠindicative ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠpriority ﾠassigned ﾠby ﾠthe ﾠ
government ﾠto ﾠhuman ﾠdevelopment. ﾠUP ﾠfalls ﾠin ﾠmiddle ﾠcategory ﾠstate ﾠ(in ﾠwhich ﾠthe ﾠratio ﾠof ﾠsocial ﾠ
sector ﾠexpenditure
13 ﾠto ﾠgross ﾠstate ﾠdomestic ﾠproduct ﾠ[GSDP] ﾠis ﾠbetween ﾠ5% ﾠto ﾠ6%) ﾠwhereas ﾠother ﾠ
poor ﾠstates ﾠlike ﾠBihar, ﾠRajasthan ﾠand ﾠOrissa ﾠspend ﾠmore ﾠthan ﾠ8% ﾠof ﾠtheir ﾠGSDP ﾠon ﾠsocial ﾠsector. ﾠ
Madhya ﾠPradesh ﾠspends ﾠbetween ﾠ7% ﾠto ﾠ8% ﾠof ﾠits ﾠGSDP. ﾠThe ﾠlow ﾠratio ﾠof ﾠexpenditure ﾠon ﾠsocial ﾠsector ﾠ
ŝŶhWĚĞƉŝĐƚƐŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛ƐŝŶĐůŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƚŽǁĂƌĚƐŚƵŵĂŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘ ﾠUP-ﾭ‐HDR ﾠ(2007) ﾠmentions ﾠthat ﾠ
another ﾠ indicator ﾠ of ﾠ fiscal ﾠ priority ﾠ accorded ﾠ to ﾠ social ﾠ sector ﾠ by ﾠ a ﾠ state ﾠ is ﾠ ratio ﾠ of ﾠ social ﾠ sector ﾠ
expenditure ﾠto ﾠtotal ﾠexpenditure. ﾠUP ﾠbelongs ﾠto ﾠlow ﾠexpenditure ﾠcategory ﾠ(less ﾠthan ﾠ30%) ﾠstates ﾠin ﾠ
this ﾠindicator. ﾠ
 ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
13 ﾠSocial ﾠsector ﾠexpenditurĞŝƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ͞ƚŽƚĂůĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞŽŶ͚ƐŽĐŝĂůƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͛ĂŶĚ͚ƌƵƌĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͛ĂƐ
ŐŝǀĞŶŝŶĐĞŶƚƌĂůĂŶĚƐƚĂƚĞďƵĚŐĞƚƐ͘͟;ĞǀΘDŽŽŝũ͕ϮϬϬϮͿ͘^ŽĐŝĂůƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚĨĂŵŝůǇ
welfare, ﾠwater ﾠsupply ﾠand ﾠsanitation. ﾠRural ﾠdevelopment ﾠrelates ﾠmostly ﾠto ﾠanti-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠprogrammes. ﾠSee ﾠDev ﾠ
and ﾠMooij ﾠ(2002) ﾠand ﾠMooij ﾠand ﾠDev ﾠ(2004) ﾠfor ﾠa ﾠlucid ﾠdiscussion ﾠon ﾠthese ﾠtopic. ﾠ
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UP ﾠhas ﾠbecome ﾠa ﾠpolitical ﾠchessboard ﾠand ﾠthe ﾠmain ﾠparties ﾠare ﾠCongress ﾠand ﾠBahujan ﾠSamaj ﾠ
Party ﾠ(BSP). ﾠBhartiya ﾠJanta ﾠParty ﾠ(BJP) ﾠthat ﾠunderwent ﾠa ﾠmeteoric ﾠrise ﾠfrom ﾠits ﾠbase ﾠin ﾠUP, ﾠhas ﾠ
entered ﾠa ﾠphase ﾠof ﾠhibernation ﾠowning ﾠto ﾠits ﾠinternal ﾠpower ﾠstruggle. ﾠRecently, ﾠAmethi ﾠthat ﾠwas ﾠin ﾠ
district ﾠSultanpur ﾠearlier ﾠhas ﾠbeen ﾠmade ﾠa ﾠnew ﾠdistrict. ﾠThe ﾠreason ﾠcited ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠit ﾠwould ﾠdevelop ﾠ
ďĞƚƚĞƌĂƐĂĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͘ƵƚĂƐƉĞƌĂŶĞǁƐŝŶ͚Times ﾠof ﾠIndia͛ĚĂƚĞĚugust ﾠ11, ﾠ2010 ﾠthe ﾠChief ﾠMinister ﾠof ﾠ
the ﾠ state ﾠ has ﾠ allocated ﾠ `3.5 ﾠ crore ﾠ for ﾠ development ﾠ of ﾠ Amethi ﾠ as ﾠ a ﾠ district. ﾠ In ﾠ the ﾠ same ﾠ
supplementary ﾠbudget, ﾠ`509 ﾠcrore ﾠfor ﾠher ﾠdream ﾠproject ﾠ Kanshi ﾠRam ﾠEco ﾠPark ﾠand ﾠsome ﾠother ﾠ
ongoing ﾠworks ﾠon ﾠDalit ﾠSmaaraks. ﾠWhat ﾠdoes ﾠthis ﾠskewed ﾠand ﾠirrational ﾠallocation ﾠof ﾠfund ﾠindicates ﾠ
to? ﾠIt ﾠseems ﾠpolitics ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠhas ﾠbecome ﾠa ﾠmeans ﾠto ﾠpower ﾠtowards ﾠself-ﾭ‐aggrandizement. ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ
5. ﾠConclusion: ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ This ﾠpaper ﾠattempted ﾠa ﾠdecomposition ﾠanalysis ﾠof ﾠpoverty ﾠscenario ﾠin ﾠUttar ﾠPradesh ﾠduring ﾠ
1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠand ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05. ﾠIt ﾠwas ﾠfound ﾠthat ﾠpoverty ﾠhas ﾠdecreased ﾠbut ﾠinequality ﾠhas ﾠincreased. ﾠIt ﾠwas ﾠ
also ﾠobserved ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠdecrease ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠincidence ﾠwas ﾠdriven ﾠmainly ﾠby ﾠincrease ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠmean ﾠ
income. ﾠ The ﾠ main ﾠ problems ﾠ in ﾠ the ﾠ state ﾠ are ﾠ stark ﾠ inter-ﾭ‐region ﾠ and ﾠ intra-ﾭ‐region ﾠ differences. ﾠ A ﾠ
positive ﾠobservation ﾠis ﾠthat ﾠthe ﾠpoorest ﾠregion ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate, ﾠthe ﾠsouthern ﾠregion ﾠor ﾠBundelkhand, ﾠis ﾠ
making ﾠrelatively ﾠmore ﾠimpressive ﾠprogress ﾠin ﾠpoverty ﾠreduction. ﾠThe ﾠstudy ﾠalso ﾠtried ﾠto ﾠhighlight ﾠ
the ﾠway ﾠanti-ﾭ‐poverty ﾠprogrammes ﾠare ﾠgenerally ﾠbeing ﾠimplemented ﾠin ﾠthe ﾠstate. ﾠA ﾠbrief ﾠdiscussion ﾠof ﾠ
the ﾠactual ﾠmodus ﾠoperandi ﾠof ﾠSwarnajayanti ﾠGram ﾠSwarozgar ﾠYojana ﾠas ﾠobserved ﾠin ﾠa ﾠfield ﾠstudy ﾠ
gives ﾠsome ﾠindication ﾠof ﾠthe ﾠdevelopment ﾠinertia. ﾠAt ﾠthe ﾠsame ﾠtime, ﾠprogrammes ﾠlike ﾠRajiv ﾠGandhi ﾠ
Mahila ﾠ Vikash ﾠPariyojana ﾠare ﾠmaking ﾠ a ﾠ good ﾠ impression ﾠwithout ﾠ any ﾠvisible ﾠsupport ﾠ from ﾠ state ﾠ
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Table ﾠA.1: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk ﾠ
Table ﾠA. ﾠ1.1: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94: ﾠRural ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05: ﾠRural ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94: ﾠUrban ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05: ﾠUrban ﾠ
 ﾠ India ﾠ UP* ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP* ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP* ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP* ﾠ UP ﾠ
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ɲсϭ ﾠ 8.50 ﾠ 10.37 ﾠ 10.37 ﾠ 5.67 ﾠ 6.33 ﾠ 6.34 ﾠ 8.05 ﾠ 9.03 ﾠ 9.28 ﾠ 6.08 ﾠ 7.05 ﾠ 7.14 ﾠ
ɲсϮ ﾠ 2.84 ﾠ 3.53 ﾠ 3.64 ﾠ 1.72 ﾠ 1.81 ﾠ 1.82 ﾠ 2.88 ﾠ 3.27 ﾠ 3.37 ﾠ 2.07 ﾠ 2.34 ﾠ 2.37 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.1.2: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐region ﾠwise ﾠ(Rural ﾠUP) ﾠ
 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
 ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ
Western ﾠ 29.29 ﾠ 6.08 ﾠ 1.85 ﾠ 23.74 ﾠ 3.78 ﾠ 0.94 ﾠ 0.68 ﾠ 0.57 ﾠ 0.51 ﾠ 0.71 ﾠ 0.6 ﾠ 0.51 ﾠ
Central ﾠ 50.17 ﾠ 13.78 ﾠ 5.01 ﾠ 30.12 ﾠ 5.65 ﾠ 1.56 ﾠ 1.16 ﾠ 1.30 ﾠ 1.37 ﾠ 0.90 ﾠ 0.89 ﾠ 0.86 ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 48.78 ﾠ 11.98 ﾠ 4.03 ﾠ 41.62 ﾠ 8.52 ﾠ 2.59 ﾠ 1.13 ﾠ 1.13 ﾠ 1.11 ﾠ 1.25 ﾠ 1.34 ﾠ 1.43 ﾠ
Southern ﾠ 67.36 ﾠ 20.17 ﾠ 8.09 ﾠ 38.87 ﾠ 7.33 ﾠ 2.02 ﾠ 1.56 ﾠ 1.9 ﾠ 2.22 ﾠ 1.16 ﾠ 1.16 ﾠ 1.11 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.1.3: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐region ﾠwise ﾠ(Urban ﾠUP) ﾠ
 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
 ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ
Western ﾠ 31.13 ﾠ 7.74 ﾠ 2.80 ﾠ 28.31 ﾠ 6.35 ﾠ 1.96 ﾠ 0.86 ﾠ 0.83 ﾠ 0.83 ﾠ 0.93 ﾠ 0.89 ﾠ 0.83 ﾠ
Central ﾠ 33.85 ﾠ 9.52 ﾠ 3.60 ﾠ 24.64 ﾠ 6.16 ﾠ 2.25 ﾠ 0.94 ﾠ 1.03 ﾠ 1.07 ﾠ 0.81 ﾠ 0.86 ﾠ 0.96 ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 38.62 ﾠ 9.36 ﾠ 3.18 ﾠ 37.68 ﾠ 8.71 ﾠ 2.81 ﾠ 1.07 ﾠ 1.01 ﾠ 0.94 ﾠ 1.24 ﾠ 1.22 ﾠ 1.17 ﾠ
Southern ﾠ 74.36 ﾠ 21.06 ﾠ 8.16 ﾠ 43.01 ﾠ 12.03 ﾠ 4.82 ﾠ 2.06 ﾠ 2.27 ﾠ 2.42 ﾠ 1.42 ﾠ 1.69 ﾠ 2.06 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.1.4: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠwise ﾠ(Rural ﾠUP) ﾠ
 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
FGT ﾠ ﾠ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ
ST ﾠ 37.94 ﾠ 12.68 ﾠ 5.10 ﾠ 32.18 ﾠ 3.20 ﾠ 0.54 ﾠ 0.88 ﾠ 1.19 ﾠ 1.39 ﾠ 0.96 ﾠ 0.50 ﾠ 0.30 ﾠ
SC ﾠ 60.36 ﾠ 16.48 ﾠ 5.98 ﾠ 44.91 ﾠ 9.10 ﾠ 2.73 ﾠ 1.40 ﾠ 1.55 ﾠ 1.64 ﾠ 1.35 ﾠ 1.43 ﾠ 1.50 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 37.62 ﾠ 8.75 ﾠ 2.88 ﾠ 29.40 ﾠ 5.40 ﾠ 1.50 ﾠ 0.87 ﾠ 0.82 ﾠ 0.79 ﾠ 0.88 ﾠ 0.85 ﾠ 0.82 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.1.5: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠwise ﾠ(Urban ﾠUP) ﾠ
 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
 ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ
ST ﾠ 27.93 ﾠ 3.13 ﾠ 0.91 ﾠ 27.93 ﾠ 3.13 ﾠ 0.91 ﾠ 0.77 ﾠ 0.34 ﾠ 0.27 ﾠ 1.24 ﾠ 1.38 ﾠ 1.60 ﾠ
SC ﾠ 60.09 ﾠ 16.12 ﾠ 5.98 ﾠ 60.09 ﾠ 16.12 ﾠ 5.98 ﾠ 1.67 ﾠ 1.74 ﾠ 1.78 ﾠ 1.42 ﾠ 1.48 ﾠ 1.50 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 32.20 ﾠ 8.21 ﾠ 2.96 ﾠ 32.20 ﾠ 8.21 ﾠ 2.96 ﾠ 0.89 ﾠ 0.88 ﾠ 0.88 ﾠ 0.93 ﾠ 0.92 ﾠ 0.92 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.1.6: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠOccupation ﾠwise ﾠ(Rural ﾠUP) ﾠ
 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
FGT ﾠ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ
SENA ﾠ 44.73 ﾠ 10.71 ﾠ 3.58 ﾠ 34.41 ﾠ 6.16 ﾠ 1.68 ﾠ 1.04 ﾠ 1.01 ﾠ 0.98 ﾠ 1.03 ﾠ 0.97 ﾠ 0.92 ﾠ
AL ﾠ 63.82 ﾠ 18.71 ﾠ 7.08 ﾠ 55.36 ﾠ 12.14 ﾠ 3.87 ﾠ 1.48 ﾠ 1.76 ﾠ 1.94 ﾠ 1.66 ﾠ 1.91 ﾠ 2.13 ﾠ
OL ﾠ 53.24 ﾠ 13.03 ﾠ 4.66 ﾠ 49.21 ﾠ 10.20 ﾠ 3.12 ﾠ 1.24 ﾠ 1.22 ﾠ 1.28 ﾠ 1.47 ﾠ 1.61 ﾠ 1.71 ﾠ
SEA ﾠ 36.91 ﾠ 8.24 ﾠ 2.61 ﾠ 26.59 ﾠ 4.67 ﾠ 1.24 ﾠ 0.86 ﾠ 0.77 ﾠ 0.72 ﾠ 0.80 ﾠ 0.74 ﾠ 0.68 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 27.57 ﾠ 6.97 ﾠ 2.36 ﾠ 19.27 ﾠ 3.54 ﾠ 0.98 ﾠ 0.64 ﾠ 0.66 ﾠ 0.65 ﾠ 0.58 ﾠ 0.56 ﾠ 0.54 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.1.7: ﾠPoverty ﾠIndices ﾠand ﾠSub-ﾭ‐group ﾠPoverty ﾠRisk: ﾠOccupation ﾠwise ﾠ(Urban ﾠUP) ﾠ
 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Poverty: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ Pov. ﾠRisk: ﾠ2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
FGT ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ ɲсϬ ﾠ ɲсϭ ﾠ ɲсϮ ﾠ
SE ﾠ 40.89 ﾠ 9.61 ﾠ 3.25 ﾠ 32.68 ﾠ 7.85 ﾠ 2.64 ﾠ 1.13 ﾠ 1.04 ﾠ 0.96 ﾠ 1.09 ﾠ 1.11 ﾠ 1.12 ﾠ
RWSE ﾠ 17.59 ﾠ 3.94 ﾠ 1.28 ﾠ 20.59 ﾠ 3.54 ﾠ 0.92 ﾠ 0.49 ﾠ 0.42 ﾠ 0.38 ﾠ 0.69 ﾠ 0.50 ﾠ 0.39 ﾠ
CL ﾠ 66.66 ﾠ 22.75 ﾠ 9.64 ﾠ 52.40 ﾠ 15.63 ﾠ 5.92 ﾠ 1.85 ﾠ 2.45 ﾠ 2.86 ﾠ 1.75 ﾠ 2.21 ﾠ 2.51 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 27.65 ﾠ 8.44 ﾠ 3.67 ﾠ 21.51 ﾠ 5.83 ﾠ 2.04 ﾠ 0.77 ﾠ 0.91 ﾠ 1.09 ﾠ 0.72 ﾠ 0.82 ﾠ 0.87 ﾠ
Source: ﾠƵƚŚŽƌ͛ƐĐĂůĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐƵƐŝŶŐhŶŝƚůĞǀĞůĚĂƚĂĨƌŽŵE^^ϱϬ
th ﾠand ﾠ61
st ﾠRounds. ﾠ40 ﾠ
 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.2: ﾠInequality ﾠin ﾠMonthly ﾠPer ﾠCapita ﾠConsumption ﾠExpenditure ﾠ
Table ﾠA.2.1: ﾠInequality: ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
India ﾠ 0.1711 ﾠ 0.2055 ﾠ 0.2391 ﾠ 0.2834 ﾠ
UP* ﾠ 0.1474 ﾠ 0.1882 ﾠ 0.1936 ﾠ 0.2653 ﾠ
UP ﾠ 0.1486 ﾠ 0.1896 ﾠ 0.1957 ﾠ 0.2644 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.2.2: ﾠUP: ﾠInequality ﾠ ﾠand ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐Regions ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
Western ﾠ 0.1404 ﾠ 0.1703 ﾠ 0.2143 ﾠ 0.2299 ﾠ
Central ﾠ 0.1505 ﾠ 0.1798 ﾠ 0.1757 ﾠ 0.3458 ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 0.1337 ﾠ 0.1793 ﾠ 0.1450 ﾠ 0.1903 ﾠ
Southern ﾠ 0.1776 ﾠ 0.3609 ﾠ 0.1131 ﾠ 0.1516 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.2.3: ﾠUP: ﾠInequality ﾠ ﾠand ﾠSocial ﾠGroups ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
ST ﾠ 0.1963 ﾠ 0.0729 ﾠ 0.1145 ﾠ 0.3105 ﾠ
SC ﾠ 0.1347 ﾠ 0.1489 ﾠ 0.1163 ﾠ 0.1532 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 0.1447 ﾠ 0.1966 ﾠ 0.1963 ﾠ 0.2713 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.2.4.a: ﾠUP: ﾠInequality ﾠ ﾠand ﾠOccupation ﾠ(Rural) ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SENA ﾠ 0.1321 ﾠ 0.2321 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
AL ﾠ 0.1091 ﾠ 0.0986 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
OL ﾠ 0.0864 ﾠ 0.1226 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SEA ﾠ 0.1454 ﾠ 0.1588 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ 0.1769 ﾠ 0.3289 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.2.4.b: ﾠUP: ﾠInequality ﾠ ﾠand ﾠOccupation ﾠ(Urban) ﾠ
 ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SE ﾠ 0.1829 ﾠ 0.2875 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
RWSE ﾠ 0.1681 ﾠ 0.2289 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
CL ﾠ 0.1148 ﾠ 0.1078 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ 0.2285 ﾠ 0.1965 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ




Table ﾠA.3: ﾠPopulation ﾠSub-ﾭ‐Groups ﾠ
Table ﾠA.3.1: ﾠPopulation ﾠSub-ﾭ‐Groups: ﾠSocial ﾠClass ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
 ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ
SC ﾠ 10.82 ﾠ 0.76 ﾠ 10.57 ﾠ 0.5 ﾠ 3.21 ﾠ 0.69 ﾠ 2.92 ﾠ 0.46 ﾠ
ST ﾠ 21.09 ﾠ 24.07 ﾠ 20.92 ﾠ 25.46 ﾠ 13.85 ﾠ 13.93 ﾠ 15.64 ﾠ 13.83 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 68.03 ﾠ 75.15 ﾠ 68.46 ﾠ 73.93 ﾠ 82.9 ﾠ 85.36 ﾠ 81.42 ﾠ 85.71 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.3.2.a: ﾠPopulation ﾠSub-ﾭ‐Groups: ﾠOccupation ﾠ(Rural) ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SENA ﾠ 12.59 ﾠ 13.66 ﾠ 16.54 ﾠ 19.41 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
AL ﾠ 27.58 ﾠ 18.22 ﾠ 24.89 ﾠ 12.9 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
OL ﾠ 7.33 ﾠ 4.78 ﾠ 10.44 ﾠ 9.2 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SEA ﾠ 41.21 ﾠ 57.13 ﾠ 39.46 ﾠ 51.3 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ 7.93 ﾠ 6.2 ﾠ 8.68 ﾠ 7.19 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ41 ﾠ
 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.3.2.b:Population ﾠSub-ﾭ‐Groups: ﾠOccupation ﾠ(Urban) ﾠ
 ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SE ﾠ 38.15 ﾠ 54.34 ﾠ 42.99 ﾠ 53.32 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
RWSE ﾠ 41.98 ﾠ 30.07 ﾠ 39.47 ﾠ 32 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
CL ﾠ 12.76 ﾠ 10.91 ﾠ 11.71 ﾠ 9.12 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ 5.28 ﾠ 4.65 ﾠ 5.82 ﾠ 5.56 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.3.3: ﾠPopulation ﾠSub-ﾭ‐Groups: ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐Regions ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Western ﾠ 35.35 ﾠ 33.02 ﾠ 49.46 ﾠ 49.36 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Central ﾠ 18.04 ﾠ 18.12 ﾠ 20.15 ﾠ 22.75 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 41.48 ﾠ 43.84 ﾠ 24.48 ﾠ 22.14 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ




Table ﾠA.4: ﾠInequality ﾠDecomposition: ﾠUP ﾠ
Table ﾠA.4.1: ﾠInequality ﾠDecomposition ﾠfor ﾠUP: ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐Region ﾠwise ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
Component ﾠ(%) ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
Within-ﾭ‐Group ﾠ ﾠ 94.91 ﾠ 97.67 ﾠ 95.53 ﾠ 95.79 ﾠ
Between ﾠGroups ﾠ 5.09 ﾠ 2.33 ﾠ 4.47 ﾠ 4.21 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.4.2: ﾠInequality ﾠDecomposition ﾠfor ﾠUP: ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠwise ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
Component ﾠ(%) ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
Within-ﾭ‐Group ﾠ ﾠ 96.32 ﾠ 97.94 ﾠ 96.03 ﾠ 98.03 ﾠ
Between ﾠGroups ﾠ 3.68 ﾠ 2.06 ﾠ 3.97 ﾠ 1.97 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.4.3: ﾠInequality ﾠDecomposition ﾠfor ﾠUP: ﾠOccupation ﾠwise ﾠ ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
Component ﾠ(%) ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
Within-ﾭ‐Group ﾠ ﾠ 93.35 ﾠ 95.00 ﾠ 89.63 ﾠ 94.63 ﾠ




Table ﾠA.5: ﾠDecomposition ﾠof ﾠChange ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠLevels ﾠ
Table ﾠA.5.1: ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠ
 ﾠ All-ﾭ‐India ﾠ UP ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ 8.92 ﾠ 7.01 ﾠ -ﾭ‐9.73 ﾠ -ﾭ‐5.75 ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐ ﾠ44.17 ﾠ -ﾭ‐ ﾠ40.71 ﾠ -ﾭ‐45.68 ﾠ -ﾭ‐42.03 ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 35.25 ﾠ 33.70 ﾠ 35.95 ﾠ 36.28 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.5.2: ﾠUP: ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐Region ﾠwise ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ UP ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Western ﾠregion ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐5.55 ﾠ -ﾭ‐2.82 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐39.94 ﾠ -ﾭ‐37.87 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 34.37 ﾠ 35.05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Central ﾠregion ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐20.11 ﾠ -ﾭ‐9.21 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐52.57 ﾠ -ﾭ‐46.24 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 32.47 ﾠ 37.03 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Eastern ﾠregion ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐7.16 ﾠ -ﾭ‐0.94 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ42 ﾠ
 ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐46.50 ﾠ -ﾭ‐40.74 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 39.34 ﾠ 39.80 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Southern ﾠregion ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐28.49 ﾠ -ﾭ‐31.36 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐58.77 ﾠ -ﾭ‐60.59 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 30.28 ﾠ 29.24 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.5.3: ﾠUP: ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠwise ﾠ
 ﾠ All-ﾭ‐India ﾠ UP ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
ST ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐4.32 ﾠ -ﾭ‐6.82 ﾠ -ﾭ‐5.76 ﾠ 9.67 ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐42.96 ﾠ -ﾭ‐42.83 ﾠ -ﾭ‐37.24 ﾠ -ﾭ‐33.21 ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 38.63 ﾠ 36.01 ﾠ 31.48 ﾠ 42.88 ﾠ
SC ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ 11.52 ﾠ -ﾭ‐10.03 ﾠ -ﾭ‐15.46 ﾠ -ﾭ‐16.91 ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐48.69 ﾠ -ﾭ‐47.69 ﾠ -ﾭ‐51.92 ﾠ -ﾭ‐52.02 ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 37.18 ﾠ 37.67 ﾠ 36.46 ﾠ 35.11 ﾠ
Others ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.73 ﾠ -ﾭ‐6.84 ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.24 ﾠ -ﾭ‐3.97 ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐42.79 ﾠ -ﾭ‐39.58 ﾠ -ﾭ‐44.01 ﾠ -ﾭ‐40.42 ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 34.06 ﾠ 32.74 ﾠ 35.77 ﾠ 36.42 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.5.4.a: ﾠUP: ﾠRural ﾠOccupation ﾠwise ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SENA ﾠ Rural ﾠ Rural ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.76 ﾠ -ﾭ‐10.32 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐43.65 ﾠ -ﾭ‐47.65 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 34.89 ﾠ 37.33 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
AL ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐10.38 ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.46 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐48.95 ﾠ -ﾭ‐47.66 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 38.57 ﾠ 39.20 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
OL ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐9.29 ﾠ -ﾭ‐4.02 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐45.72 ﾠ -ﾭ‐45.06 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 36.43 ﾠ 41.04 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SEA ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐7.67 ﾠ -ﾭ‐10.34 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐41.90 ﾠ -ﾭ‐44.92 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 34.23 ﾠ 34.58 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐3.62 ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.30 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ 33.41 ﾠ -ﾭ‐39.78 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 29.79 ﾠ 31.48 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.5.4.b: ﾠUP: ﾠUrban ﾠOccupation ﾠwise ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ India ﾠ UP ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SE ﾠ Urban ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.50 ﾠ -ﾭ‐8.21 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐42.89 ﾠ -ﾭ‐46.51 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 34.39 ﾠ 38.31 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
RWSE ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐5.64 ﾠ 2.99 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐36.68 ﾠ -ﾭ‐31.58 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ43 ﾠ
 ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 31.04 ﾠ 34.58 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
CL ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐5.60 ﾠ -ﾭ‐14.27 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ -ﾭ‐47.09 ﾠ -ﾭ‐49.22 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Redistribution ﾠC. ﾠ 41.49 ﾠ 34.95 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Change ﾠin ﾠPoverty ﾠ -ﾭ‐10.37 ﾠ -ﾭ‐6.14 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Growth ﾠC. ﾠ 38.39 ﾠ -ﾭ‐31.81 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ




Table ﾠA.6: ﾠUltra ﾠand ﾠPossible ﾠPoor ﾠ
Table ﾠA.6.1Ultra ﾠand ﾠPossible ﾠPoor: ﾠIndia ﾠand ﾠUP ﾠ
 ﾠ Ultra ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ Possible ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
India ﾠ 18.98 ﾠ 12.42 ﾠ 18.12 ﾠ 13.81 ﾠ 16.55 ﾠ 15.96 ﾠ 13.00 ﾠ 11.60 ﾠ
UP* ﾠ 23.84 ﾠ 13.71 ﾠ 20.49 ﾠ 16.34 ﾠ 15.83 ﾠ 17.11 ﾠ 13.30 ﾠ 14.11 ﾠ
UP ﾠ 24.50 ﾠ 13.72 ﾠ 20.91 ﾠ 16.58 ﾠ 15.53 ﾠ 17.04 ﾠ 13.49 ﾠ 14.31 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.6.2: ﾠUltra ﾠand ﾠPossible ﾠPoor ﾠin ﾠUP: ﾠNSS-ﾭ‐Region ﾠwise ﾠ
 ﾠ Ultra ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ Possible ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
Western ﾠ 13.41 ﾠ 8.08 ﾠ 17.60 ﾠ 15.07 ﾠ 16.83 ﾠ 17.60 ﾠ 12.24 ﾠ 14.74 ﾠ
Central ﾠ 32.00 ﾠ 11.55 ﾠ 20.56 ﾠ 14.01 ﾠ 14.25 ﾠ 14.81 ﾠ 20.31 ﾠ 10.85 ﾠ
Eastern ﾠ 28.20 ﾠ 18.70 ﾠ 22.39 ﾠ 20.29 ﾠ 15.84 ﾠ 17.99 ﾠ 10.68 ﾠ 15.93 ﾠ
Southern ﾠ 44.60 ﾠ 16.47 ﾠ 43.65 ﾠ 26.18 ﾠ 8.57 ﾠ 13.24 ﾠ 12.27 ﾠ 14.31 ﾠ
Table ﾠA.6.3: ﾠUltra ﾠand ﾠPossible ﾠPoor ﾠin ﾠUP: ﾠSocial ﾠGroup ﾠwise ﾠ
 ﾠ Ultra ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ Possible ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ
ST ﾠ 30.04 ﾠ 5.15 ﾠ 5.04 ﾠ 23.94 ﾠ 15.89 ﾠ 12.90 ﾠ 57.79 ﾠ 8.22 ﾠ
SC ﾠ 38.56 ﾠ 19.85 ﾠ 37.50 ﾠ 27.77 ﾠ 14.16 ﾠ 20.66 ﾠ 14.90 ﾠ 14.60 ﾠ
Others ﾠ 19.95 ﾠ 11.65 ﾠ 18.31 ﾠ 14.74 ﾠ 15.96 ﾠ 19.73 ﾠ 12.90 ﾠ 14.30 ﾠ
Table ﾠ6.4.a: ﾠUltra ﾠand ﾠPossible ﾠPoor ﾠin ﾠRural ﾠUP: ﾠOccupation ﾠGroup ﾠwise ﾠ
 ﾠ Ultra ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ Possible ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SENA ﾠ 24.87 ﾠ 12.62 ﾠ 16.24 ﾠ 18.65 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
AL ﾠ 43.47 ﾠ 27.46 ﾠ 13.85 ﾠ 14.23 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
OL ﾠ 28.75 ﾠ 22.34 ﾠ 18.92 ﾠ 17.55 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SEA ﾠ 18.30 ﾠ 9.93 ﾠ 15.72 ﾠ 17.38 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Others ﾠ 16.98 ﾠ 8.20 ﾠ 14.54 ﾠ 13.38 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.6.4.b: ﾠUltra ﾠand ﾠPossible ﾠPoor ﾠin ﾠUrban ﾠUP: ﾠOccupation ﾠwise ﾠ
 ﾠ Ultra ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ Possible ﾠPoor ﾠ(%) ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ 1993-ﾭ‐94 ﾠ 2004-ﾭ‐05 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
SE ﾠ 21.67 ﾠ 18.45 ﾠ 14.27 ﾠ 16.70 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
RWSE ﾠ 8.59 ﾠ 7.28 ﾠ 12.59 ﾠ 8.70 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
CL ﾠ 52.96 ﾠ 36.28 ﾠ 13.16 ﾠ 22.23 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ






Table ﾠA.7: ﾠPDS ﾠBeneficiaries ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ
Table ﾠA.71.: ﾠ% ﾠof ﾠPopulation ﾠby ﾠType ﾠof ﾠRation ﾠCard ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ(2004-ﾭ‐05) ﾠ
 ﾠ Ultra ﾠPoor ﾠ Poor ﾠ Possible ﾠPoor ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
Have ﾠCard ﾠ 83.45 ﾠ 84.11 ﾠ 83.90 ﾠ 85.33 ﾠ 84.94 ﾠ 78.32 ﾠ
Antyodaya ﾠ 9.78 ﾠ 2.69 ﾠ 6.07 ﾠ 1.71 ﾠ 1.73 ﾠ 1.43 ﾠ
BPL ﾠ 23.56 ﾠ 20.02 ﾠ 23.37 ﾠ 16.43 ﾠ 14.37 ﾠ 9.63 ﾠ
Others ﾠ ﾠ 66.65 ﾠ 77.29 ﾠ 70.55 ﾠ 81.86 ﾠ 83.89 ﾠ 88.96 ﾠ
 ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ  ﾠ
Table ﾠA.7.2: ﾠIncome ﾠStatistics ﾠof ﾠCard ﾠHolders ﾠin ﾠUP ﾠ(2004-ﾭ‐05) ﾠ
 ﾠ Rural ﾠ Urban ﾠ
Card ﾠType ﾠ Mean ﾠ Maximum ﾠ Minimum ﾠ Mean ﾠ Maximum ﾠ Minimum ﾠ
Antyodaya ﾠ 426.44 ﾠ 2631.83 ﾠ 146.67 ﾠ 493.69 ﾠ 2202.50 ﾠ 253.3 ﾠ
BPL ﾠ 438.75 ﾠ 3500.25 ﾠ 122.67 ﾠ 569.88 ﾠ 4476.50 ﾠ 172.69 ﾠ
Others ﾠ ﾠ 554.46 ﾠ 44219.75 ﾠ 106.08 ﾠ 802.47 ﾠ 10674.67 ﾠ 41.00 ﾠ
Source: ﾠƵƚŚŽƌ͛ƐĐĂůĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐƵƐŝŶŐhŶŝƚůĞǀĞůĚĂƚĂĨƌŽŵE^^ϱϬ
th ﾠand ﾠ61
st ﾠRounds. ﾠ
 ﾠ